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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


In introducing this Guide to English Literature, it is as well to remember 
that this is the age of the Digest and the Headline, of the Comic and 
the Tabloid, of the Bestseller and the Month’s Masterpiece, an age 
when a ‘deep-seated spiritual vulgarity... hes at the heart of our civil¬ 
ization*, in the words of the novehst L. H. Myers. Perhaps in response 
to tliis, the twentieth century has also been a period of unusually 
lively criticism, a time when a small number of writers and critics 
have made a determined effort to elicit from literature what is of 
Uving value to us today; to re-establish, that is, a sense of literary 
tradition and to define the high standards that this tradition implies. 
At the same time it is also important that this feeling for a living 
hterature and for the values it embodies should be given as wide a 
currency as possible, and that literature ~ both today’s literature and 
yesterday’s - should have a real and not merely a nominal existence 
among a comparatively large number of general readers. 

It is to meet this second need that the Guide has been planned and 
produced; and it is the general state of letters and reading today which 
has determined the shape that it has taken. For this Guide has been 
expressly designed for those thousands of people who might be 
described as something less than advanced and specialist students of 
literature, but who accept with genuine respect what is known as ‘our 
literary heritage*. For many of them this amounts, in memory, to an 
unattractive amalgam of set texts and school prizes, and as a result 
they have come to read only current books - fiction and biography 
and travel. Though they are probably farmliar with sucli names as 
Pope, George EUot, Langland, Marvell, Yeats, Dr Johnson, Hopkins, 
D. H. Lawrence, they might hesitate to describe their work intimately 
or to fit them into any larger pattern of growth and achievement. If 
this account is a fair one, it seems probable that very many people 
would be glad of guidance that would help them respond to what is 
hving and contemporary in hterature, for, like the other arts, it has 
the power to enrich the imagination and to clarify thought and feel¬ 
ing. Not that one is offering Hterature as a substitute religion or as pro¬ 
viding a philosophy for Hfe. Its satisfactions are of their own kind, 
though they arc satisfactions intimately bound up with the life of each 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

individual reader, and therefore not without their bearing on his atti¬ 
tude to life. 

At any rate, it is in this spirit that the Guide is offered to the general 
reader. For this reason it docs not set out to compete with the standard 
Histories of Literature^ which inevitably tend to have a take-it-or- 
Icave-it attitude about them. This is not a time-table or a Whitaker's 
Almanack of English literature. Nor is it a digest or potted-version, 
nor again a portrait-gallery of the Great. Works such as these already 
abound and there is no need to add to the number. What this work 
sets out to offer is, by contrast, a guide to the history and traditions 
of English Literature, a contour-map of the literary scene. It attempts, 
that is, to draw up an ordered account of literature that is concerned, 
first and foremost, with value for the present, and this as a dirca en¬ 
couragement to people to read widely in an informed way. 

The Guide consists of seven volumes: 

1. The Age of Chaucer 

2. The Age of Shakespeare 

3. From Donne to Mansell 

4. From Dryden to Johnson 

5. From Blake to Byron 

6. From Dickens to Hardy 

7. The Modern Age 

The boundaries between the separate volumes cannot be sharply 
drawn, and in some instances there is a certain overlap. Far from be¬ 
ing a disadvantage, however, this helps to make the Guide a single 
work rather than seven distina works. Each separate volume, with 
the exception of the last, has been named after those writers who 
dominate or stand conveniently at cither end of the period, and who 
also indicate between them the strength of the age in literature. 

Though the Guide has been designed as a single work, in the sense 
that it attempts to provide a coherent and developing account of the 
tradition of English literature, each separate volume exists in its own 
right. Thus each volume sets out to provide the reader with four kinds 
of related material: 

(i) An account of the social context of literature in each period, at¬ 
tempting to answer such questions as *Why did the literature of this 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

period deal with this rather than that kind of problem f’, *What factors 
tended to encourage the play rather than the novel, prose rather than 
verse, in this period?*, ‘What was the relationship between writer and 
public?*, ‘What was the reading public like in its tastes and make-up?* 
This section of each volume provides an account of contemporary 
society at its points of contact with literature. 

(ii) A literary survey of the period, describing the general charac¬ 
teristics of the period’s literature in such a way as to enable the reader 
to trace its growth and to keep his bearings. The aim of this section 
is to answer such questions as 'What kind of literature was written in 
this period?*, ‘Wliich authors matter most?*, ‘Where does the strength 
of the period lie?’. 

(iii) Detailed studies of some of the chief writers and works in the 
period. Coming after the two general surveys, the aim of this section 
is to convey a sense of what it me^s to read closely and with per¬ 
ception; and also to suggest how the literature of a given period is 
most profitably read, i.c, with what assumptions and with what kind 
of attention. This section also includes an account of whichever one 
of the other arts (here music) particularly flourished at the time, as 
perhaps throwing a helpful if indirea light on the literature itself. 

(iv) Finally an appendix of essential facts for reference purposes, 
such as authors’ biographies (in miniature), bibliograpliies, books for 
further study, and so on. 

Thus each volume of the Guide has been planned as a whole, and 
the contributon have been chosen as people whose approach to 
literature is based on common assumptions; for it was essential that 
the Guide should have cohesion and should reveal some collaborative 
agreements (though inevitably, and quite rightly, it reveals disagree¬ 
ments as well). They agree on the need for rigorous standards and 
have felt it essential to take no reputations for granted, but rather to 
examine once again, and often in close detail, the strength and weak¬ 
ness of our literary heritage. 

★ 

As has been explained in the General Introduction above, this volume 
has been planned and written as an entity and this means that its in¬ 
dividual parts and chapters are meant to be read in immediate relation 
to each other. It is for this reason that the literary survey (Part II) 
adopts the method, which might otherwise seem odd, of giving more 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

attention or at least more space to minor authors than to major, more 
to Nashc than to Marlowe, for instance. The major authors receive 
more extended and detailed treatment in the essays allotted to them 
individually in Part HI. 

Moreover, the individual volumes of the Guide have also been 
planned in close relation to each other, and it is this that explains why 
Spenser and Donne do not figure much in this volume, though on a 
strialy chronological interpretation, as well as on literary grounds, 
one would have expeaed them to appear prominently as major 
authors. However, in a multi-volume Guide of this kind, divisions 
have to be made somewhere; it seemed more illuminating to treat 
Spenser as the last major poet of the pre-Shakespearian volume that 
begins with Chaucer and the alliterative poets (The Age of Chaucer), 
and it was inevitable that Donne should figure as the first great 
poet of the post-Shakespearian volume {Dome to Marvell). The only 
answer to readers who remain worried or unconvinced by this ar¬ 
rangement is to invite them to read these first three volumes of the 
Guide as though they were one, 

Boris Ford 
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THE SOCIAL SETTING 

L. G. SALINGAR 

Lecturer in English, University of Cambridge 


The Nation and the Drama, 1^58-162$ 

Europe in the sixteenth century was dominated by kings. In the 
Middle Ages, culture and to a large extent the forms of goveniment 
had been moulded by the Church of Rome. But the Middle Ages in 
this sense came to an end in England with the Reformation of Henry 
Vni (1529-39); and, after a contentious interval, Elizabeth I made 
certain that the Church of England was to remain a national, Protes¬ 
tant institution, with the monarch for supreme governor. There was 
no complete break with the past, but the whole balance of pohtical 
and rehgious life in England was altered, and consequently the balance 
ofhterature, art, and thought. The new hterattirc of Elizabeth’s reign 
(1558-1603) was centred on the Crown. 

The Court of the Tudors, as of their predecessors, contained both 
the royal household and the chief organs of government. Since the 
military strength of feudalism had been hquidated, however, the 
royal Council and its subsidiaries could now take over far more direct 
control of the country’s affairs than before. Parhament was to chal¬ 
lenge the royal authority as early as the reign of James I (1603-25). 
But Elizabeth’s power was almost unquestioned, thanks to the nation’s 
desire for security at home, to the conditions of the struggle with 
Spain, and, not least, to her own remarkable abihty. 

Yet the Tudors could not have governed effectively (in the absence 
of a regular army, police, or bureaucracy) without the willing co¬ 
operation of the leading classes of society. The new monarchy needed 
a new kind of aristocracy. The material was there, partly in older 
families, partly in new men like Elizabeth’s leading minister, WilHam 
Cecil (Lord Burleigh) - men who had begun as merchants or lawyers 
or even yeomen, had acquired estates under the Tudors, and were 
wedded to their interests by the spoils of the monasteries. But some¬ 
thing more was called for in administration and diplomacy than a 
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PART ONE 

gentleman who could manage a horse and go to law with his neigh¬ 
bours; it was a problem, in short, of advancing the scholars and 
educating the gentry. Cecil noted in 1559 that ‘the wanton bringing 
up and ignorance of the nobility forces the Prince to advance new 
men that can serve*; and in his Book named The Governor (1531)* Sir 
Thomas Elyot had already argued for a class of landed ‘magistrates* 
not only willing and wealthy enough to serve the Crown, but 
qualified to do so by their education. As Elyot urged, moreover, an 
ideal instrument for a liberal training was at hand in the new type of 
classical scholarship which men Hkc Erasmus and More had trans¬ 
planted from Italy to Northern Europe during the previous gen¬ 
eration. The Renaissance in England was thus bound up with the 
consohdation of the Tudor regime. 

By Shakcspcarc*s lifetime (1564-1616), a gentleman of any ambi¬ 
tion needed some accomplishment in languages and Hterature. The 
new, humanist culture matured during Shakespeare's youth. It is 
reflected in the Roman and Mediterranean settings of the drama, and 
the character-studies of princes, wits, and gallants; or, again, in the 
immense new vocabulary of the poets, classical or foreign by 
derivation. 

What makes the age outstanding in literary history, however, is its 
range of interests and vitality of language; and here other faaors 
contributed besides the humanism of the Universities and the Court. 
One of these was the persistence of popular customs of speech and 
thought and entertainment rooted in the communal life of medieval 
towns and villages. To some extent the old traditions obstruaed the 
new. But they also combined, inasmuch as the Tudors estabUshed a 
firm and broadly based national community; and by combining they 
invigorated the whole idiom of literature. The Elizabethan Uterary 
language, especially with professional writers like Shakespeare, is 
addressed to a mixed public, more trained in listening than in reading, 
and more accustomed to group life than to privacy. Elizabethan 
wnting lacks the intimate conversation and psychology of the modem 
novel, but is supreme in expressing sensation and the outward, demon¬ 
strative aspects of feeling. It tends continually towards a super¬ 
abundant eloquence, which arises both from popular sources and from 
the educational methods of the humanists. 

These factors together largely explain why the drama was the chief 
16 
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form of Elizabethan art. Like music, the second national medium, 
drama was a communal art, admitting personal virtuosity. A tradition 
of entertainment in the form of festival or pageantry - communal 
celebration of communal events - accounts for many prominent fea¬ 
tures of Elizabethan plays. And the central theme of Elizabethan 
literature is the clash between individuals and the claims of social 
order. 

Here a third social factor needs to be considered. Though most of 
Elizabeth^ five million subjects were country-dwellers, their pros¬ 
perity depended on foreign trade; and all the main events of the 
reign were connected with the rise of merchant capital - tlic long 
duel with Spain, ranging from Ireland to the Indies; the raids on 
Spanish treasure; the sudden expansion of English trade to touch all 
four of the knovm continents. Shakespeare’s interest in the sea reflects 
the outlook of an increasingly mercantile society. Moreover, Shakes 
speare’s lifetime has been described as the period of most rapid advance 
in mining and manufacture that England was to know until the late 
eighteenth century. ‘The realm aboundeth in riches, as may be seen 
by the general excess of the people in purchasing, in buildings, in 
meat, drink, and fcasdngs, and most notably in apparel* This state¬ 
ment of 1579 implies new industries and technical knowledge, a 
rising standard of living for many, a thriving atmosphere in which 
the newly built theatres could prosper. 

This rise of capitalism affected society in two contrasting ways. It 
strengthened the monarchy, especially against Catholicism; and by 
such means as the Puritan sermon, the printing-press, the commercial 
playhouse, it helped knit togetlicr a new national consciousness. The 
culture that reached maturity towards 1580 with Spenser and Sidney, 
the immediate forerunners of the great dramatists, amalgamated the 
varied elements of the nation's hfc more closely than the culture of 
any other generation since Chaucer. 

On the other hand, capitalism, in a century of steeply rising prices, 
brought about radical changes in the composition of society. Spend¬ 
ing habits of ‘excess' upset the customary standards founded on old 
routines of farming the soil. And a new spirit of competition loosened 
the whole social hierarchy. After 1600 the popular elements in litera¬ 
ture were submerged by those aristocratic and bourgeois ideals that 
the Elizabethans summed up together as ‘civility'. And at the same 

17 



PART ONE 

time the rule of the Stuarts brought a division within the governing 
classes that ultimately led to the Civil War. In social hfc, in thought, 
and in literature the period about i6oo marks a turning-point in Eng¬ 
lish history. 

The Individual and the Order of Nature 

The general movement of ideas in Shakespeare’s time can best be 
understood by reference to the medieval background.^ Higher educa¬ 
tion was still largely based on Aristotle, or on the work of St Thomas 
Aquinas in reconciling Aristodc with medieval Christianity. But 
scholasticism had been crumbling since the fifteenth century, if not 
carher, and new tendencies broke the unity of its abstract reasoning. 
The new conditions favoured a pragmatic oudook and the ideal of 
fclf-developmcnt through action. But the sixteenth century was rest¬ 
less, in the atmosphere created by the new discoveries and the new 
wealth, by political upheavals and rehgious wars; and there was no 
fresh intellectual synthesis. The humanists looked to classical antiquity 
for a moral and intellectual revival, while the Protestant Reformers 
tried to find salvation exclusively in the Scriptures. Thus it was left to 
the following century to consohdate the advances in knowledge. 

The Tudors inherited from the medieval world-view a coherent 
system of behefs bearing on social order. In the traditional view, re¬ 
stated by Elyot, by Hooker (c. 1553-1600), and by many others, the 
Creation consisted of numberless but linked 'degrees’ of being, from 
the four physical elements up to the pure intelligence of angels. The 
whole universe was governed by divine will; Nature was God's in¬ 
strument, the social hierarchy a product of Nature. It followed for 
Tudor theorists that subordination and unity were the natural rules 
for famihes and corporations and, above all, for the state, a 'body 
politic’ which should be subject to a single head. The state was con¬ 
cerned with men's souls as much as their goods. But at the same time, 
the order founded on Nature existed for man’s benefit, and man as 
such was an integral part of it; in Donne's phrase (c. 1617), he was 
*a little world made cunningly Of Elements, and an Angehc sprite'. 
His godlike qualities had been depraved by the Fall, and he was con¬ 
stantly visited by divine wrath - manifest, for example, in wars, 
plagues, even thunderstorms. Yet he could enjoy a civilized happiness, 
provided that he treated this world as preparation for the next, and 
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THE SOCIAL SETTING 

kept his body subject to bis soul. This was die main task of human 
reason, enjoined by Nature and Revelation abkc. 

The finest exposition of these ideas is the analysis of law in Hooker’s 
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (i593-7). Law, for Hooker, is an all- 
cmbracing concept, at once the inherent tendency of things and a 
principle of regulation: ‘that which doth assign unto each thing the 
kind, that which doth moderate the force and power, that which doth 
appoint the form and measure, of working, the same we term a Law’. 
Divine and natural and man-made laws are thus ranged in the same 
definition; and a famous passage on natural law shows how closely 
Hooker identifies its physical and its moral aspects (which the next 
century was to separate): 

Now, if nature should intermit her course, and leave altogether 
though it were but for a while the observation of her own 
laws; if the frame of that heavenly arch erected over our 
heads should loosen and dissolve itself; ... if the moon should 
wander from her beaten way, the times and seasons of the 
year blend themselves by disordered and confused mixture, 
the winds breathe out their last gasp, the clouds yield no rain, 
the earth be defeated of heavenly influence, the fruits of the 
earth pine away as children at the withered breasts of their 
mother no longer able to yield them relief: what would 
become of man himself, whom these things now do all serve? 

See we not plainly that obedience of creatures unto the law of 
nature is the stay of the whole world? 

Elsewhere, Hooker adds that the law of Nature is ‘an infallible know¬ 
ledge imprinted* in the mind; the need to maintain a regulated order, 
then, is dictated by man’s place in the universe. 

Such a passage has the age-old sanction behind it of men’s de¬ 
pendence on the earth and on ‘heavenly influence*. And the Renais¬ 
sance gave new force to the notion of order in the stress it laid on such 
urban terms as ‘dvil’ and ‘dvility’. These implied not only polish or 
good breeding, but the sobriety and mutual deference of men as¬ 
sociated in well-governed cities and corporations.^ A dialogue on 

* Cp, 'smooth dvility’ in As You Like It (n. vii. 96); or Bacon, Essays: or 
Counsels Civil and Moral. Vagabonds arc said to be *of no dvil sodety or cor^ 
poradon’ (c. 1599); again, *a Citizen is a professor of dvility’ (1616; see 
Wright, Middle^lass Culture^ pp. 132, 31). The New English Dictionary quotei 
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Civil and Uncivil Life (1579). urgintg gendemen to leave the country 
and setdc in town, indicates the direction of the current.* Renaissance 
theorists held that art was, or should be, a construction of human 
reason, continuing and completing the work of Nature; and so too 
with their views of organized society. 

Yet there were contradictions in this scheme of ideas. The very 
effort of the Tudors to reshape the medieval order on a national foot¬ 
ing placed it under increasing strain. Protestantism outran the wishes 
of Henry VIII and Elizabeth. The new monarchy itself stimulated un¬ 
ruly ambitions. And the desire was gradually forming to master 
Nature, not obey her. 

Hooker’s restatement of scholastic Reason in defence of the new 
Church setdement is itself a sign of these changes. In the early years 
of the Anglican compromise, advanced Protestants still hoped that 
Elizabeth might carry out more thoroughgoing reforms; and the re¬ 
volt of the northern earls in 1569, the Papal excommunication of 
Elizabeth in 1570, and the Spanish-supported plots of the next twenty 
years, all helped to stimulate an intense pohdcal loyalty. PohticaUy, 
at least, Puritans as well as Anglicans applauded the Church Homily 
of 1571: ‘Such subjects as are disobedient or rebellious against their 
princes, disobey God and procure their own damnation’. But from 
1570 Cartwright and others were demanding a Calvinist, or Presby¬ 
terian, reform of Church government, purified of ceremonies and of 
bishops and free from state control; while the 1580s saw a Presbyterian 
system in preparation - in the shape of religious discussion-groups (or 
‘classes’) - coupled with a determined effort at reform through 
Parliament. ‘A sect of perilous consequence’, Elizabeth called them 
in 1590, ‘such as would have no kings but a presbytery.’* 

The Puritans refused to recognize any authority in religion outside 
the Bible. In reply. Hooker argued that their agitation was dangerous 
socially; that Church and State were inseparable in ideal as well as 
fact; and that the Scriptures were not exhaustive, but left room for 
historical expedience and the law of Nature. The latter, he added, 
drew men together in ‘civil society* for ‘sociable life and fellowship’, 

‘dvil war* and ‘dvil [i.c. Roman] lawyer* from fourteenth-century texts; but 
a [Roman] ‘dvic garland* is first mentioned in 154a and most of the senses of 
*dvil discussed above come alter this date. ‘To dvilize* was first printed in 
x6oi. 


20 



THE SOCIAL SETTING 

‘a life fit for the dignity of man*. This adumbration of the social con¬ 
tract remains nearer to Aquinas than to Hook:er*s admirer, Locke. Yet 
Hooker’s line of argument converges with the reasoning of men like 
Bodin in France and Sir Thomas Smith in England, who were dunk¬ 
ing of the state, not in religious terms but in terms of law and security. 
The next stage in the high debate of die time was the curt affirmation 
of James I ‘No bishop, no king* ~ and the disputes of the consti¬ 
tutional lawyers. 

Moreover, while the Puritans attacked the state religion from one 
side and the Cathohes from another, the ‘pestilent pohey* of Machia- 
velli seemed to cut away the ground from religious theories alto¬ 
gether. For most Elizabethans, Macliiavelli was simply a monster, an 
advocate of murder and treachery, the cynical atheist who introduces 
Marlowe’s Jew of Malta (c. 1589). But the storm of abuse against him 
in the last quarter of the century indicates uneasiness - ‘we are all (in 
effect) become comedians in religion,* said Ralegh - and there was 
enough in common between contemporary Europe and the Italy of 
1513 to give point to die tone of grim irony in which The Prince had 
been written: 

I thought it better to follow the effectual truth of the matter, 
than the imagination thereof; ... for there is such a distance 
between how men do live and how men ought to live, that he 
who leaves that which is done, for that which ought to be done, 
learns sooner his ruin than liis preservation. 

While MachiavcUi was abused in pubhc, therefore, he was studied in 
private for his effectual truth. His realism influenced both Bacon and 
Ralegh, the two ablest political writers after Hooker. Though neither 
formulated a coherent philosophy of politics, they were both of them 
students of the naked element of power, as well as legally minded 
Elizabethans. 

By about 1600, then, the old order of ideas, theological and Aristo¬ 
telian, was seriously weakened in its political aspects. Human motives 
were no longer to be judged in the old way. And this sense of doubt, 
or ambiguity, was reinforced meanwhile by the gathering stream of 
Renaissance opinion about the conduct of the individual. Statesmen, 
merchants, humanists, divines were all united in praise of the life of 
action (as opposed to contemplation). And many who loathed 
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Machiavelli would have agreed with him at least to the extent of pre¬ 
ferring the active, if pagan, virtues of ancient Greece and Rome to the 
idleness' of monasteries. 

One sign of transition in personal morality was the gradual re¬ 
handling of tlie doctrines of tlie later Middle Ages on ‘contempt of the 
world’ - 

What is it to trust on mutability, 

Sith that in this world notliing may endure?^ 

Certainly, events in the Reformation period taught the same harsh 
lesson of‘mutability’ as the medieval allegories of tlie Dance of Death 
or of Fortime’s wheel; so that Fortune’s wheel is made prominent in 
the Life ofWolsey by liis servant Cavendish (1557), for example, and 
again in the influential Mirror for Magistrates, a collection of versified 
English biograpliies by Inns of Court men (including the future states¬ 
man, Thomas Sackvillc), which first appeared in 1559. But here a new 
attitude appears. The catastrophes in the Mirror are now traced to 
sin and to providence, rather than to Fortune; the writers examine 
liistorical causes and look for remedies, such as contentment with the 
golden mean. They no longer contemn the world; in Elyot’s tradi¬ 
tion, they want to fashion a responsible governing class. And this in¬ 
volves conflicting views about Fortune, which the Mirror - many 
times enlarged from 1563 to 1610 - projected into the poetry and 
drama of Shakespeare’s day, A similar evolution also shapes the 
popular Morality plays following Everyman (c. 1470): instead of re¬ 
nouncing die world, the soul struggles for worldly virtues; in place 
of the priest comes the civil magistrate. 

But the clearest note of the new morality was its positive summons 
to fame, to public glory, to the ideal of the courrier devoted alike to 
statecraft and poetry, to love and war. These humanist ideals came 
partly from the classics, pardy through Italy. Ascham’s Schoolmaster 
(published in 1570) and North’s translation of Plutarch’s L/Ves of the 
Noble Grecians and Romans (i 579) arc examples of the first kind - two 
formative books for Shakespeare’s generation. Ascham (1515-68) was 
a younger member of Elyot’s group, at one time Elizabeth’s tutor. 

♦ Mutability was the term applied to changes of all kinds (cp. Spenser’s 
Mutability Cantos), but especially to changes due to Fortune. Sith that: i.c. 
since. (These lines - c. 1483? - arc attributed to Skelton, and included in the 
Mirror for Magistrates.) 
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Despising ‘all the barbarous nation of Schoolmen*, he had urged that 
Englishmen should gain ‘praise unto themselves, and ... profit to 
others’ by joining action with learning, like Caesar; and he composed 
his programme of classical studies in The Schoolmaster to show how 
to educate ‘a learned preacher or a Civil Gentleman*. And North in¬ 
troduces his work in the same spirit: 

There is no profane study better than Plutarch. All other 
learning is private, fitter for Universities than cities. ... But 
this man, being excellent in wit, in learning and experience, 
hath chosen the special acts, of the best persons, of the famous- 
cst nations of the world. 

A new scale of values is implicit in this veneration of heroic antiquity. 

Men like Ascham and North were also Puritan in their sympathies. 
They overcame any contradiction in their outlook, however, by 
means of the idealism of Plato - enlisted in the humanist cause against 
the Schoolmen and their Aristode since die time of Petrarch in the 
fourteenth century.^ The Italians had elevated Neoplatonism to a 
synthetic rchgion, which reached England through such books as 
Castiglione’s Courtier {j$ 2 ^; Hoby’s translation, 1561); and Ascham, 
who detested Italy, made an exception of Castiglione. From him the 
Elizabethans learned to admire a graceful versatility, a harmony of 
mind and body, the cultivation of the soul through courtly love. Neo¬ 
platonism fostered a worship of beauty, interpreted as geometrical 
proportion (‘all things stand by proportion’, writes Elyot’s courdy 
nephew Puttenham, ‘and ... without it nothing could stand to be 
good or beautiful*); while the Ncoplatoiiist search for harmony in the 
universe - the music of the spheres - could influence astronomers such 
as Copernicus and Kepler. The whole work of Spenser (c. 1552-99) 
and of Sidney (1554-86) was an exposition of Platonic, courdy, and 
yet Puritan ideals. One aspect of this movement of thought appears 
in the Petrarchan sormets of the 1590s, with their tliirst for personal 
and immortal fame; another, in Spenser’s Hymn of Heavenly Beauty 
(1596), where he describes the fairest of Plato’s heavens as those 

Which in their high protections do contain 
All mortal Princes, and imperial States; 

And fairer yet, whereas the royal Seats 
And heavenly Dominations are set. 

From whom all earthly governance is fet. 
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Courtly ambition could thus be reconciled with the notion of eternal 
order. 

Nevertheless, the ideal of the active life still had difficulties to en¬ 
counter - moral problems and the problem of Fortune. MachiavcUi, 
and Bacon after him, tried to work out techniques for the individual 
to master Fortune (so that the Italian was regarded as the prophet of 
self-seeking courtiers and usurers). Others turned for aid here to the 
Roman Stoics - particularly to Seneca, stylist and dramatist as well as 
moral adviser. The Stoics, like the Puritans, tightened the subjective 
sense of individuality. They concentrated on the ideals of character in 
their classical teachers - ideals such as the indifference to Fortune’s 
blows that Hamlet praises in Horatio, or the self-mastery and lofty 
public spirit of Brutus. And some writers, especially Chapman (c. 
1559-1634), tried to link the austerity of the Stoic sage with an ardent 
Neoplatonism. In the drama, this line of thought completed tlie 
formation of the typical tragic hero; but at the same time the Stoicism 
of the Renaissance implied a further weakening of traditional values. 
Part religious and part secular, it emphasized contradictions between 
public and private values, between self-realization and self-control. 
One admirer of Seneca might recommend him to Henry IV of 
France as the proper study for commanders, raising them above 
human nature and enduing them with ‘firm and absolute resolution 
against death and fortune’; another might reply that ‘the true note of 
a Philosopher is to repose all his expectation upon himself alone’. 
Either Caesar or nothing - the tragic heroes of the Ehzabethans arc 
driven hard by these alternatives. 

The growing interest in problems of personality also gave rise to a 
succession of Ehzabethan handbooks on psychology, culminating in 
Burton’s Anatomy of Melancholy (1621). The psychologists dealt with 
conflicts of mind and body. They pictured man as a httle state, where¬ 
in the bodily fluids (‘humours’^) could break out in disease and unruly 
passion if not temperately governed by the faculties of the soul, with 
its agents the vital spirits. So far they were conservative, treating their 
topic as a sub-department of theology. But they showed the bias of 

* A humour could mean (a) one of the four bodily fluids (blood, phlegm, 
melancholy, choler); (b) a kink of temperament, due to excess of one of 
these; or (r) a caprice; see further Herford and Simpson’s edition of Jonson, i. 
33SH43; and Part II, pp. 78 ff, below. 
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their time in their emphasis on abnormal psychology and their efforts 
to deal with it as a kind of spiritual mechanics. Their ultimate cri¬ 
terion might still be clear, but not its relation to experience. The 
fascination of these problems is evident from the ‘humour’ satires of 
the late 1590s and the many studies of melancholy and violent passion 
in the tragedies of the next decade, from Hamlet to T'he Duchess of 
Malfi. 

The New Philosophy 

Two factors that emerge from the Renaissance ferment are a 
challenge to Aristotle’s authority and a desire for a more productive 
form of scientific learning. When Donne wrote of the astronomers in 
his Anatomy of the World (i6ti) that ‘new Plulosophy calls all in 
doubt’, he was aware that the whole traditional picture of the uni¬ 
verse was in question: ‘’Tis all in pieces, all coherence gone’. At the 
moment of Donne’s poem, however, hardly anyone could foresee 
the decisive scientific advances of the next generation. There was no 
such clear-cut opposition of ideas over science, meanwhile, as held, 
in the field of ethics, over Macliiavelli’s ‘effectual truth’. Yet the two 
lines of spccailation were connected - in the minds of Marlowe, 
Ralegh, Bacon, for example - and together they contributed to the 
sense of unrest, even of crisis, in the literature of the opening seven¬ 
teenth century. 

The desire for scientific knowledge was stimulated from one side 
by the sublime confidence of Renaissance scholars in the capabilities 
of pure intellca: 

Our souls, whose faculties can comprehend 
The wondrous Architecture of the world. 

And measure every wand’ring planet’s course. 

Still climbing after knowledge infinite. 

And always moving as the restless Spheres, 

Wills us to wear ourselves and never rest.... 

When Marlowe was writing these lines of Tamhurlaine (c. 1587), the 
Copemican hypothesis was already under discussion in England; and 
besides the mathematical theorists of science, there were the numer¬ 
ous ‘empirics’ - medical men, navigators, land-surveyors, mining 
engineers, and a variety of charlatans - whose learning mingled, as in 


A.S.-2 


25 



PART ONE 

Faustus, with belief in astrology and alchemy, in magic and witch¬ 
craft. There were others, too, like the Cambridge don Gabriel 
Harvey, who wanted a general alhance between philosophy and ex¬ 
periment, to *bestead the Commonwealth with many puissant engines 
and other commodious devices for war and peace*. Harvey was urging 
young wits in 1593 to leave poetry for studies of more ‘effectual use*, 
such as Hakluyt*s Principal Navigations or ‘natural magic*; and he 
therefore praises a number of empirics, including a shipwright, an 
instrimient-makcr, Jolm Dec (the alchemist and geographer), and the 
astronomer and colonist Thomas Hariot, who was a friend of Ralegh 
and of Marlowe.* In similar vein, Ralegh later defended the natural 
magic of the alchemists and the Ncoplatonists - ‘not the brabblings of 
the Aristotelians, but that which bringctli to light tlie inmost virtues, 
and draweth out of nature’s hidden bosom to human use*. During 
this period, England made direct contributions to experimental 
science with Gilbert’s work on magnetism in 1600 and William 
Harvey’s on the circulation of the blood in r6i8. 

On the other hand, it was a long step from enthusiasm, or even 
major discoveries, to a general perspective of scientific advance. In 
astronomy, there were technical as well as religious objections to ac¬ 
cepting Copernicus until after 1609 (when the additional research of 
Kepler and Galileo became known); and even then there was no agree¬ 
ment among astronomers: ‘The world’, says Burton, ‘is tossed in a 
blanket amongst them*. Another obstacle was belief in pseudo¬ 
sciences like alchemy, to which Neo-piatonisni lent support. And be¬ 
hind this lay the general difficulty due to Renaissance teaching - the 
expectation of rational certainty and completeness. Tliis is tlic diffi¬ 
culty that besets the versatile curiosity of Ralegh in his philosophical 
writings (c. 1607-14). We are ignorant, he complains, ‘how second 
[physical] causes should have any proportion with their effects’; and 
the little we do know ‘time hath taught us, and not reason*. If 
Aristotle is wrong about the causes of motion, as he almost certainly 
is, then Nature has ‘no other self-ability than a clock, after it is wound 
up by a man’s hand*; but if so, what becomes of the traditional con¬ 
ception? ‘There is a confused controversy about the very essence of 
Nature.* Ralegh falls back, therefore, from high mtcUectual ambition 
to a scepticism recalling that of Montaigne a generation earlier. He 
feeb sure that God wills the human soul to examine His works and 
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msc them; but what the soul is, and how it comes by knowledge, are 
indecipherable. 

In this situation, the great achievement of Francis Bacon (1561- 
1626) was to extricate science from its philosophical entanglements 
and to give it a method and a new lease of hope. The Advancement of 
Learning (1605) was a clearing of the ground, a magnificent survey 
of the whole range of Renaissance scholarsliip, from divinity to 
natural history; and he followed this by elaborating his system of 
linked experiments and ot generalization founded upon experiment. 
In effect, Bacon thus solved the problems that were troubling Ralegh. 
But to do this, he found it necessary to reject some of the central doc¬ 
trines of his age, and in particular what he called its ‘adoration’ of the 
human intcUca. He classified the errors due to over-ambitious reason¬ 
ing as the Idols of the mind; and the first group of these (the Idols of 
the Tribe), ‘have their foundation in human nature itself. ... For ... 
the human understanding is like a false mirror, which, receiving rays 
irregularly, distorts and discolours the nature of things by mingling 
its own nature with it’ (Novum Organum, 1620). There is a funda¬ 
mental contrast here with the attitude of the Elizabethan poets or of 
Hooker. 

To some extent, then, the mental unrest of the Jacobeans was not 
due to fears about science but to disappointment. It sprang from doubt 
as to what were the profitable methods of inquiry. On the other 
hand, a feeling that ‘second causes’ were all that was likely to matter 
did seem to encourage an amoral individualism. When Donne com¬ 
plains that his world has lost coherence, it is not astronomy he blames 
but egotism: ‘Prince, Subject, Father, Son, arc tilings forgot*. From 
this point of view, the unrest connected with science was only a 
further symptom of the general transformation of values. 

Gentlemen and Clowns 

The Reformation period had eliminated the armed retainers and 
the monks, and had swollen the ranks of the landless poor. Otherwise, 
it could be said (subject to wide local variations) that EHzabethan 
country life kept in tlie main to the pattern left by feudalism: the 
same manorial organization, the same common-field system of farm¬ 
ing. And the government, backed by public opinion, sought to pre¬ 
serve these arrangements by holding labourers to the land by force of 
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law, and by protecting the yeomen and lesser tenant-farmers who 
supplied most of the nation’s com and much of its revenue and man¬ 
power. Moreover, the government continued to rely on the land¬ 
owning classes for administration. But, partly for this very reason, it 
was unable to control the rapid development of capitalism in the 
countryside. By 1590 it was said that the shift of property since the 
Reformation had ‘made of yeomen and artificers gentlemen, and or 
gentlemen knights, and so fortli upward, and of the poorest sort stark 
beggars’.® 

The first half of Elizabeth’s reign saw the consolidation of power 
by the new men like Burleigh and Leicester, the Herberts and the 
Sidneys, who had taken their place beside the remnants of the old 
feudality. As local magnates and as Crown servants, they formed the 
kind of aristocracy that Elyot had hoped for, leading a public life ot 
liberality and splendour. A great household (such as Shakespeare de¬ 
picts in Twelfth Night or Lear) might consist of several hundred per¬ 
sons - family, dependants, expert officials, and servants - to say noth¬ 
ing of the scores of guests and neighbours feasted in a gentleman’s hall 
on festive occasions, or the beggars who waited for scraps at his gate. 
And a nobleman’s retinue was correspondingly impressive - the Duke 
of Norfolk riding into London with 300 horsemen, or Lord Berkeley 
hunting with a daily attendance of 150, gentlemen and others, all 
wearing his livery and tawny coats. In terms of trade and employ¬ 
ment, therefore, as well as social influence, the ‘housekeeping’ (or 
‘hospitality’) of the landed gentry was of first-rate importance. The 
management of an estate and the discipline and ‘decorum’ of a house¬ 
hold-minutely regulated by the conscientious - were vital factors in 
social life as a whole. 

Thus the private lives of the gentry, great and small, merged with 
their pubUc privileges and duties. As Lords-Lieutenant, they were 
responsible to the Privy Council for the defence and order of the 
shires. As justices of the peace, besides their criminal jurisdiction, they 
were charged with increasing administrative tasks - with keeping an 
eye on recusants, with helping in musters (as in Henry IV), with 
supervising the repair of highways, the regulation of markets, the 
quality of consumer goods, with fixing the rate of wages, and with 
repressing vagrancy. And in addition to these legal powers they held 
a vast network of social patronage which stretched from the Privy 
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Councillors downwards. There were the ‘Captains, Scholars, Poets, 
cast courtiers, and the like* who lived at a great man’s table or other¬ 
wise shared his bounty; the gifts of Church livings, state offices, 
crown lands, wardships, and similar privileges, to be granted directly 
or through intercession at Court; the interventions in marriage- 
treaties and lawsuits; the protection afforded to servants and to com¬ 
panies of actors (otherwise punishable as vagrants); and, not least, the 
direct appointment of members of Parliament (a measure often wel¬ 
come to constituencies as a means of furthering their interests). Thus, 
cutting across the religious issue, the political hfe of Elizabeth’s reign, 
especially at the end, was dominated by factions or patronage- 
groups - forming a transitional stage of political organization be¬ 
tween the Wars of the Roses and the party struggles of the eighteenth 
century. 

The pull of tliis active, public life influenced Elizabethan culture 
profoundly. In the Universities, and hence in literature, it gave pre¬ 
eminence to the study of public speaking, wliich now formed the 
first aim of a general education for a gentleman, together with some 
knowledge of law, etliics, and history. Wolsey was said to have owed 
his rise to ‘his filed tongue and ornate eloquence’ in the council 
chamber; Sir Humphrey Gilbert placed logic and rhetoric high on the 
list of studies for his proposed academy for gentlemen about 1564; 
and Ben Jonson, advising a nobleman to educate his sons at school and 
not at home, takes it for granted that accomplishment in public life is 
the primary aim - ‘Eloquence would be but a poor thing, if we should 
only converse with singulars; speak, but man and man together’.’ 
It was therefore significant for the growth and outlook of a literary 
public in London that Harrison in the 1570s should come to praise 
the learning of the Court; and that the members of Parliament who 
had attended the legal Inns or the Universities should have increased 
from a third of the Commons in 1563 to nearly half in 1584, and 
more again subsequently. The rhetorical training of humanism and 
the ideal of ordered display were thus woven into the texture of com¬ 
mon life. There were visible signs of the same movement in the lavish 
costume of the gentry, and, above all, as Harrison also noted, in their 
building of country houses, with newfangled chimneys and extensive 
panes of glass. Though their interest in painting did not amount to 
much (apart from miniatures), Elizabethans like Burleigh took great 
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pains over their houses and gardens, giving detailed architectural in¬ 
structions to the steward or the master mason, with the aid of Renais¬ 
sance French or Flemish text-books. So, too, with their pretentious 
family monuments. With regard to church buddings, there was 
spoliation rather tlian endowment; but schools and colleges benefited 
considerably. 

The gentry were thus involved, however, in a huge and competi¬ 
tive scale of expenditure, whether due to state service, to ‘hospitality*, 
to legal adversity, or personal ‘excess'. And in England, as elsewhere, 
the value of landed incomes was falUng, in so far as they were derived 
from long-cstabhshed rents and dues. Although a well-run estate was 
still basically self-providing, the quantity of purchased goods was 
mounting, and their price roughly doubled during Elizabeth's reign. 
Moreover, many gentlemen, hke Lord Berkeley, were brought near 
to ruin by simple fecklcssness. Most of Elizabeth's aristocracy were 
heavily in debt, therefore, mortgaging and selling off their estates; so 
that a sample investigation of over 2,500 manors has shown the 
transfer of a tliird of their properties from great landownen to 
smaller ones during the eighty years preceding the Civil War. The 
sale of lands by tlie nobihty was particularly marked during the 
1590s — a period of war-time depression, bad harvests, and sharply 
rising prices and taxation. An observer of 1600 saw ‘great alterations 
almost every year' in noblemen's estates;® and financial desperation, 
hard on political failure, drove Essex and his companions to their 
foolhardy rising of 1601. 

In these conditions, Elyot's ideal of a magistrate class, ‘having of 
their own revenues certain', was less and less tenable. By way of 
remedy, the country gentleman could run his estate on commercial 
lines, enclose the commons for pasture to meet the huge demand for 
wool, and cut down his ‘housekeeping'. He could invest in industry 
or privateering. He could marry money, and bring up his son as a 
lawyer or a merchant. Or he could profit from any influence he had 
at Court. Much could be gained from these measures (though not 
enough to restore the carher balance of wealth). But most of them 
entailed social changes and grievances. 

Increased rents and manorial fmes, whether due to old landlords or 
to new purchasers eager for profit, and enclosures, which might de¬ 
populate a whole village, were two of the principal grievances of the 
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age. There were hunger-riots in 1596, for example, notably against 
enclosing gentry in Oxfordshire, and in 1607 came a rising of‘Level¬ 
lers* or ‘Diggers* in the most enclosed region, the Midlands.® Mutual 
obligation between landlord and tenant was still regarded as the 
normal pattern of society ; but in many cases, as these outbursts 
signified, it had lost any real hold. 

Secondly, the cutting down of ‘hospitality’ in the country liit the 
whole circle of gentleman-servants and professional men who de¬ 
pended on patronage. Preachers declaimed against ‘wealthy Gentle¬ 
men that turn towns into sheep-walks; sell Benefices for ready money; 
contrive hospitality into the narrow room of a poor lodging taken up 
in the City*, and ‘subvert the strength of the land by unreasonable 
renting the tenants’ (1613);^® while men of letters, from Nashc in the 
early 1590s to Tourneur and Webster twenty years later, were in¬ 
creasingly bitter against grandees whose waste or self-interest had 
poisoned their liberahty. The unprovided younger sons of the gentry 
(such as Orlando in As You Like It), and the soldiers, scholars, and 
minor officials felt themselves to be tlie superfluous men of Jacobean 
society. 

And thirdly, the whole national position of the gentry was affected. 
They lost prestige by settling in London for long periods in search of 
advancement - ‘the younger sort to see and show vanity, and the 
elder to save the cost and charge of hospitality’ (c. 1578); and the 
notion of honour was commercialized, especially by the side of titles 
under the Stuarts. Moreover, the gentry themselves were now divided 
between those who were allied with the Court and those whose 
business interests aligned them with the Puritan-minded City; while 
the connexion of the Jacobean Court with a number of ambitious 
financial speculators made tliis division at once more complex and 
more acute. Its beginnings had been evident in the struggle over 
courtiers’ patents of monopoly in the Parliaments of 1597 and 1601; 
and the drama of the next decade was full of searching reflexions on 
‘greamess’ and the perversion of tlic order of Nature. 

Meanwhile, the same economic forces that affected the gentry (and 
incidentally depressed the status of the country parson) affected the 
mass of the country population, the tenant-farmers and rural crafts¬ 
men who formed the majority, and the shepherds and labourers. A 
widening gap appeared between the well-to-do and the poor. And 
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a focus for local sentiment in voicing a grievance or ridiculing a bad 
neighbour; and many of the jigs especially were both farcical and 
hbellous. A Yorksliire case of i602» for example, turned on a libellous 
jig devised by a gentleman’s household servant, ‘that they might be 
merry at Christmas withal*; a May-game procession at Wells in 1607 
hbelled a group of prominent Puritans and employers; and the tenants 
of Kendal in 1621 voiced their resentment against their landlords by 
means of a local play. In many of these p;istimcs - morris dances, 
games of misrule, jigs - a leading role was taken by the Fool, with his 
grotesque antics and trappings. The character of the Fool tlius came 
to typify the simple countryman, idle and roistcrous in the eyes of his 
critics, but determined to hold his own against interfering Puritans, 
encroaching landlords, or the sharks and pickpurscs of the city. 

The primitive substance of folk-plays also gained accretions from 
more literate sources - from historical legend (as at Coventry), from 
legends of Robin Hood and St George. And many people (probably 
nearly half the population, and more in the sixteenth century than 
later) were able to read the broadside ballads sold by country pedlars 
like Autolycus, with their miscellaneous learning, news-items, and 
propaganda. The chance record of Captain Cox’s hbrary gives an 
outstanding example of the reading matter dear to a leader of pastime, 
though frowned upon by Puritans and strict humanists like Ascham: 
Arthurian romances, ballads, jest books, almanacs, morality plays, and 
poetic satire, such as Skelton and The Ship of Tools - much of it read¬ 
ing familiar to Spenser and Shakespeare also. Tliis kind of material 
mingled with home-made proverbs, riddles, and folk-lore. 

Elizabethan journalism set out to cater for the country as well as for 
readers in London. A booklet of 1590, The Cobbler of Canterbury, a 
farcical medley of verse and prose, claiming to imitate Chaucer, 
illustrates this phase of Elizabethan taste. Towards gentlemen, the 
author feels obliged to apologize for his ‘plain Dunstable’ style (a 
proverbial expression for language without ornament); but he is also 
addressing ‘clowns’, and colloquial idiom is more in evidence than 
literary graces. The book is meant to be read aloud, like most 
Elizabethan fiction: 

Here is a gallimaufry [medley] of all sorts, the Gentlemen may 
find Salem [salt, wit] to favour their ears with jests, and Clowns 
plain Dunstable doggerel to make them laugh, while [until] 
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their buttons fly off. When the Farmer is set in his chair turn¬ 
ing (in a winter’s evening) the crab in the fire, here he may 
hear, how his son can read, and when he hath done, laugh 
while his belly aches. The old wives that wedded themselves to 
the profound histories of Robin Hoody Clim of the doughy and 
worthy Sir Isumbras may here learn a tale to tell amongst their 
gossips. Thus have I sought to feed all men’s fancies. . . . 

Thus the yeoman's son is a central figure in this provincial public; 
while Captain Cox had owned copies of aU three of the ‘histories' 
mentioned. 

Moreover, literary traffic passed inwards to London as well as out. 
A significant new-comer to Elizabethan English was the word clowHy 
with its paradoxically linked senses of‘rustic’ or ‘ignorant rustic' and 
‘stage buffoon’ [As You Like It and Hamlet provide two of the earhest 
examples of the latter). The Puritan campaign against ‘devihsh pas¬ 
times', conducted in the name of morals, thrift, and ‘civihty', had 
opened seriously in the 1570s, so that May-games and stage-plays 
faced a common threat. This strengthened the ties between the actors 
and their country audiences; and in the 1580s, Tarlton and Kempe 
brought country jigs and sympathetic clown figures to the London 
stage. Tarlton, in particular (noted for liis russet coat, the country¬ 
man’s dress), was rustic Fool as well as jester. In this way country 
pastime became a vital factor in forming the comedies of Shakespeare 
and liis predecessors. 

But both the literary evidence and that of surviving folk-plays sug¬ 
gest that contact between stage and ‘clown’ was broadest towards 
1600, and then tapered off. Meanwhile, Puritanism was gaining a 
stronger hold on the country towns. And London, with its ‘civility’, 
had reached the peak of its national influence. 

Court and City 

The Hterature of the 1590s, particularly the drama, owed its 
breadth of appeal to the position of national leadership achieved by 
the aristocracy. After 1600, however, the unity of national taste broke 
down as the Court and the middle classes moved apart. 

The Court was the highway of patronage. And Court life affected 
literature directly, not only through the esoteric personal allegories 
dear to Sidney and his friends, but in songs like Campian’s, where the 
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national Jove of music readied mature expression, and in stately 
poems of ceremony like Spenser s Spousal Verse , Prothalamtotit or 
Davies’s Orchestra^ A Poem of Dancing (i59^)* Above all, the Court in¬ 
fluenced drama, as the supreme great houscliold of the country.*^ The 
Queen’s Master of the Revels employed musicians, actors, poets, and 
craftsmen; and play-acting was thus assimilated at yet another point 
to the general tradition of public festivity. In courtly revels, like those 
at Kenilworth, folk-pastime alternated with mythological pageantry 
in honour of Gloriana. Here courtiers themselves shared in the per¬ 
formance; and this custom had crystallized in the art of the masque, a 
spectacular variant of folk ‘disguisings’, forming the chmax of enter¬ 
tainment at a banquet - part concert, part ballet, and part dramatized 
ceremonial leading to a general dance. The masques of James I (es¬ 
pecially Jonson’s) were the gala events of a Court season, at which 
ambassadors jockeyed for precedence; they brought fame to tlieir de¬ 
signer, Inigo Jones - before he had shown his genius as an architect- 
by virtue of his transformation scenes and neo-classical landscapes. 
And from Lyly in the 1580s onwards, scenes of masques and revels on 
the stage commonly symbolize the life of die Court as an ideal or an 
institution. 

The tone of such scenes, however, becomes increasingly cridcal. 
The sense of political unity was weakened by the costly but inglorious 
campaigns following the Armada victory, and again by the peace 
with Spain in 1604. The parliamentary outcry against monopolies 
during Elizabeth’s last years broadened, after her death, into a con¬ 
tinuous opposition, religious and now constitutional. And resistance 
to the prerogative powers of James I was bound up with opposition 
to the Court. 

The depreciation of landed and official incomes towards the end of 
the century threw additional burdens on the patronage of the Crown. 
But the Crown, too, was now faced with acute difficulties of the same 
kind. From the 1590s, first Elizabeth and then James unloaded vast 
parcels of Crown lands to eager speculators, securing immediate re¬ 
turns at the expense of the future. Hence, a general congestion at 
Court, and an intensification of faction struggles (which the prospect 
of Elizabeth’s death would in any case have made acute); increasing 
bribery (for which Bacon became the scapegoat in 1621); the en¬ 
grossing of appointments by Burleigh and his son and successor, 
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Robert Cecil; and the frantic attempts ofEssex to oust their nominees 
with his, in Ireland, tlic Commons, the Council of the North, the 
royal household. The Queen’s godson, Sir Jolm Harington, com¬ 
ments on the suspicion and frustration at Court towards the end of 
her reign 

I have spent my time, my fortune, and almost my honesty, to 
buy false hopes, false friends, and shallow praise; - and be it 
remembered that he who casteth up this reckoning of a courtly 
minion, will set up his sum like a fool at the end, for not being 
a knave at the beginning. 

The downfall of Essex, the popular hero, seemed the end of an epoch. 

With the same thronging of suitors for office, the Jacobean Court 
suffered from intemperate favouritism, resulting in wilder spending 
for reasons of prestige (though ‘our wants grow worse and worse'), 
and an undercurrent of fear. James refers to the Tactions and deadly 
feuds which arc the motives of great miscliicf in great families' in a 
pronouncement against duelling about ‘So dangerous are the 

times' that a nobleman guards his words in a letter mentioning a recent 
vendetta; ‘men must learn not to speak of great ones', observes a con¬ 
fidential news-writer. 

This was the immediate background to much of the opposition in 
Parliament. Although many patents of monopoly had been called in 
after i6oi,James multiplied them again by scores; and tliese, with the 
sale of lands and titles, made a harvest-time for ‘projectors' (one of 
whom wrote to another in 1607, proposing to ‘join together faidi- 
fuUy to raise our fortunes by such casualties as this stirring age shall 
afford'). But the general reaction - as in Jonson's satires - was nearer 
to disgust. The most important monopoly, Alderman Cockayne's 
project for the export of dyed cloth, lavished bribes on Somerset and 
the Howards in 1613, only to lead three years later to a major crisis, 
with thousands of unemployed, and thence to the hostile Parliament 
of 1621. Already, in 1614, the courtiers had been denounced in the 
Commons as ‘spaniels to the king, and wolves to the people'. 

After 1600, then, the theatres were quick to satirize social climbers 
and projectors. But the towering egotists of Lear or The White Devil 
are grandees, not business-men. 

The agitation over monopolies is also significant fi:om another 
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point of view. It reveals a critical phase in the general development of 
English commerce and the gathering strength of new conceptions of 
individuahsm. 

In theory, the structure of Elizabetlian trade rested, hkc the rural 
economy, on medieval foundations. The aims of Burleigh had been 
to canalize foreign trade where it could be strategically useful; to 
safeguard internal order; and to preserve the hierarchy of occupations. 
This meant hniiting competition, and protecting, or instituting, sec¬ 
tional and corporate privileges, at all economic levels, which might 
serve to maintain the existing balance of wealth. Thus, the Statute of 
Artificers in 1563 tried to confine apprenticeship in most handicrafts 
to the tovms and, in the export trades, to die upper middle class. And 
a conspicuous example of ‘well-ordered trade* was the great com¬ 
pany of Merchant Adventurers, holding exclusive rights of traffic 
with Germany and the Low Countries, England’s principal markets. 
Most of their apprentices were said in 1601 to come from the gentry 
or families of means. They traded as individuals, but subjea to 
internal regulations governing in detail the places, times, and methods 
of trading, the quality of the cloth they exported, and even the con¬ 
duct and living conditions of their factors abroad. Moreover, a 
system of ‘stinting* restricted die quantities of cloth each member 
could handle on any of his ventures. 

By upholding guilds and corporations, Burleigh and his successors 
intended to protect the small producers and traders who formed the 
majority. But tlieir policy could not be stretched over the whole of 
an expanding economy; and where it was enforced, on the other 
hand, it tended to favour the wealthy capitahsts in die privileged 
groups more than anyone eke. 

In the first place, there had been a great extension of capitalist enter¬ 
prise outside the traditional framework. In the cloth trades, which had 
moved away from the towns, there were more middlemen and large 
employers (a few of diem factory ovmcrs, like the hero of Deloncy’s 
novel, Jack of Newbury). In mining and manufacture, the rapid ad¬ 
vances of Ehzabeth’s reign were due to large-scale undertakings, many 
of them the work of individual merchants and landowners. And the 
consequent demand for freer credit and a freer movement of capital 
led to the forming of chartered companies on a new, joint-stock 
basis - from the Russia Company of 1553 and the govemment- 
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sponsored Mines Royal of 1564. to the East India Company of 1600 
and the Virginia Company of 1606. (It was this company whose voy¬ 
ages suggested part of the setting to The Tempest,) The same need 
had contributed to the legalizing of usury in 1572. 

But, secondly, the road to new investment was blocked by mono¬ 
polies - by those of merchant companies as weli as patents granted to 
courtiers. Tyneside coal, now a major industry, was virtually mono¬ 
polized by the corporation of Newcastle Hostmen; and the bulk of the 
nation’s foreign trade passed through London, wliilc in cloth, by far 
the most important export, as much as a third of the London trade 
could be controlled by a handful of tlic Merchant Adventurers 
(twenty-six of them in 1606, for example). ‘The mischief of Mono¬ 
polies’, one critic had declared (c. 1588), ‘can never be avoided as long 
as there be any Corporations.’^’ 

This critic made an exception in favour of the corporations of 
craftsmen; but here, too, the regulated economy was failing. Master- 
craftsmen complained that ‘the shopkeepers growing rich do make tlic 
workmen their underlings’ (1619); journeymen were losing their 
hopes of becoming masters. In the handicrafts, as in agriculture, the 
poorer men were slipping into the status of wage-earners or toppling 
over the brink into unemployment and vagrancy. And, though wages 
rose, they still lagged behind the cost of hving. 

These problems came to a head during the depression, wliich lasted 
from 1586 to the end of the war. A confused struggle ensued, of 
groups and individuals each seeking to preserve or enlarge their own 
spheres of privilege. Journeymen demanded a strict application of the 
clauses limiting apprenticeship in the Statute of Artificers; craftsmen 
sought protective charters of incorporation (at least ten such groups 
were incorporated in London during tlie years 1604-6);^* and-chiefly 
to the profit of courtiers and projectors - some of the industrial crafts 
went on to negotiate for patents of monopoly. On the other side, 
monopolies annoyed consumers by raising prices; diey restricted the 
demand for wool; they shut out new merchants, especially in the 
outports; and in some trades they dispossessed the craftsmen already 
established. From these quarters, therefore, arose a general demand 
for freedom of trade. 

These views found expression in Sir Edwin Sandys’ Bill for Free 
Trade in 1604: 
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All free subjects arc bom inlieritablc as to their land, as also to 
the free exercise of their industry. ... Merchandise, being the 
chiefest and richest [of occupations],... it is against the natural 
right and liberty of the subjects of England to restrain it into 
the hands of some few. ... 

This was to claim an unusually broad sanction for mdividual free¬ 
dom; and others were now speaking with the same voice. In 1607, 
for example, one opinion defended enclosures with the novel argu¬ 
ment that ‘die good individual is the good general*; while a London 
pamphleteer of 1616 was prepared to go further still - ‘A Citizen, 
however he may be noted for covetousness, and corruption in 
trading; yet under colour of private enriching himself, he laboureth 
for the common good*. Clearly, these arguments (including Sandys*) 
were not disinterested. But they had behind them the authority of 
the great common lawyer, Coke; and, as Sandys claimed again after 
the depression due to Cockaync*s project, the case for a free market 
touched the artisan as well as the trader: ‘the poor man's inheritance 
is his hands*, and ‘to seek another inheritance is difficult*. In this sense, 
the new individualism sprang directly from the old assumption 
underlying a regulated trade - the assumption of inherited security. 

In this sense, too, economic developments favoured the Puritans, 
with their emphasis on personal initiative and thrift. The Puritans 
have been considered the prime agents in creating a capitahst men¬ 
tality. But their doctrines developed gradually from their setting; and 
a recent liistorian has described Elizabethan Puritanism as a movement 
of intellectuals who tried, unsuccessfully, to impose a theological (and 
essentially conservative) social outlook on the lawyers and business¬ 
men with whom they found themselves conjoined. ‘Usury*, said a 
Puritan preacher in 1589, ‘is a devil that all the disciples of Christ in 
England cannot cast out.’^* Middle-class literature took on a distinedy 
Puritan colouring in the last quarter of the century; but in die same 
process the Puritan outlook itself became more utilitarian. 

The most popular London preacher of the 1590s was the moderate 
Puritan William Perkins, whose Treatise of the Vocations {c. 1599) gives 
a representative statement. God has ‘ordained the society of man with 
man, partly in the commonwealth, pardy in the Church, and partly 
in the family . Further, ‘God giveth diversity of gifts inwardly, and 
distinction of order outwardly*; while personal callings arc ‘imposed 

40 



THE SOCIAL SETTING 

on man by God, for the common good*. On these traditional grounds, 
Perkins condemns usury and ambition. But his main criticism is re¬ 
served for the ‘idleness* of monks and beggars, of nobles and their 
serving-men. He deals at length with the problem confronting many 
Londoners in tlie middle classes, the problem of ensuring freedom of 
occupation: ‘every man must choose a fit calling to walk in; that is, 
every calling must be fitted to the man, and every man be fitted to 
his calling*. And, above all, Perkins illustrates die Puritan tendency to 
link Christianity with mdustriousness: *wc must consider the main 
end of our lives, and diat is, to serve God in serving of men in the 
works of our callings’. Even a menial occupation is worthy if dili- 
gendy pursued. 

The influence of diis kind of outlook on the theatre has perhaps 
been underrated - partly because plays and sermons were rivals for 
public notice. Playwrights like Dekker and Heywood - and even the 
satirist Middleton - shared the moral attitude of Perkins, and wrote 
primarily tor the London middle classes. The treatment of family 
relationships on the stage, from Romeo and Juliet to Women Beware 
Women, reflects middle-class opinion in the playwright’s emphasis on 
the saner cy of marriage, in their criticism of the tyraimy of parents, 
and their plea for a moderate hberty in the choice of a wife or hus¬ 
band. Again, the middle-class desire for the rule of law and fear of a 
recrudescence of feudalism are leading motives in Shakespeare’s his¬ 
tory plays, and in the series of revenge tragedies, from Kyd onwards. 
And, with all his respect for ‘degree, priority and place’, Shakespeare 
gives more weight to personal merit and the loyalties founded on it 
than to bare prerogative or the ‘idol ceremony*. 

On the other hand, tlic Puritans were hostile towards the actors, 
and backed the London Council in their efforts to suppress them - so 
that the theatres came to be built outside the Council’s jurisdiction 
(though remaining within the metropolitan area). The attack on plays 
was part of the general Puritan campaign for moral discipline, and 
especially the discipline of labour. Theatres led to riots and infection; 
they had, in fact, to be closed when deaths from plague in London 
exceeded thirty a week. Theatre-going profaned the Sabbath and 
damaged trade; above ail, it was ‘very hurtful in corruption of 
youth ... and also great wasting both of the time and thrift of many 
poor people*.*® ‘You will have notliing but tlic word of God’ - runs 
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a playgoer^s retort (1580) t *you will permit us no recreation, but have 
men like Asses, who never rest but when they cat. 

The city where this conflict over play-acting was chiefly waged 
was now a great European capital. It was a major centre for credit and 
navigation. And, though less important in numbers than in wealth - 
perhaps one in twenty of Elizabeth’s subjects - its population was in¬ 
creasing rapidly, with an additional influx during the legal term- 
times. Noblemen settled in the bishops’ palaces along the Strand or 
crowded into lodgings; former ecclesiastical property was sub-let for 
tenements. Despite the government's efforts to stop new building and 
send the gentlemen home, the numbers - and the ground-rents ~ con¬ 
tinued to rise. A new world of fashion arose, with its varied hangen- 
on: the ‘gulls’, or would-be gallants, airing themselves in ordinaries 
and playhouses, visiting the sights of the Tower and the new Royal 
Exchange, or mixing with the crowds on business at St Paul’s; the 
mercers, fencing-instructors, hackney coachmen; the ‘cony catchers’ 
and other rogues depicted by the satirists. And mixing with these 
again were the alien immigrants and the craftsmen who had lost 
their custom in other towns; the growing numbers of watermen, 
sailors, porters; the vagabonds from the country. The contrasts of an 
age of rapid transition were concentrated in the surroundings of the 
new profession of letters. 

The Profession of Letters 

‘Poetry in this latter Age’, says Jonson, ‘hath prov’d but a mean 
Mistress, to such as have wholly addicted themselves to her.’ But 
those, he adds, ‘who have but saluted her on the by’ have been ‘ad¬ 
vanced in the way of their own professions’. Here Jonson appears to 
sum up the experience of his time: the status of the writer was hon¬ 
oured but insecure. 

The first generation of Elizabethan writers - the courtiers like 
Sidney and the lesser men in their orbit like Spenser and Lyly - were 
professional writers only in the sense that literature for them was a 
secondary means of advancement. Their aim was that of The Faerie 
Queene, ‘to fashion a gentleman ... in virtuous and gentle discipline'; 
their writing was intended for their friends, much of it only for cir¬ 
culation in manuscript. George Gascoigne (c. 1542-77) was one of the 
first of the Elizabethan gentry to turn to miscellaneous publication; 
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but his main objca, too, was to show the queen that his talents were 
worth employment. 

Tlie first wave of purely commercial writen came after 1580 with 
the University wits - Lodge and Peek from Oxford, Greene, Mar¬ 
lowe, and Nashe from Cambridge - who popularized their learning 
for theatres and bookstalls. These men and their rivals made a dis¬ 
tinctive social group; they were joined by Kyd, then by Shakespeare, 
by Jonson, and the host of others who hurried forward in the 1590s 
to make or supplement a living with their pens. Their plays and pam- 
plilets straddled from the territory of Spenser to that of The Cobbler 
of Canterbury and the ballad-mongers. Somewhere between these 
men and the courtiers were ranked well-connected professional poets 
like Daniel and Drayton. 

The earlier critics - Ascham, Puttenham, Sidney - arc largely de¬ 
fensive in their attitude to the poet and his calling; they want to show 
that literature is an interest fit for gentlemen. But they are carried 
much further than this by their Renaissance faith in book-learning 
and its contribution to the active life. And Spenser asserted for his age 
the full humanist doctrine of tlic poet as independent pubhc moraUst 
and commemorator of heroic action. By the end of the century, 
therefore, Daniel, Jonson, or Chapman could speak of the public 
dignity of letters with unprecedented confidence. In Daniers Muso- 
philus (1599), for example, learning is at once a personal necessity and 
‘the State’s soul*; eloquence is the active part of learning, poetry the 
summit of eloquence. Granted more and wiser patronage (so that the 
mass of competing talents may find their proper levels), English 
scholarship may go forward to unheard-of glories. 

Admittedly, however, Daniel is contrasting the possible with the 
actual. Patronage was still the poet’s main hope; failing a secure 
office, the patron could give encouragement and, not less needed, the 
protection of his name. There were dazzling patrons, like the Sidneys 
and Essex, from whom Daniel himself, Jonson, and others gained 
solid benefits and appreciation. But these were the great names; 
smaller fry might have to content themselves with an occasional gift, 
or bare tlianks, in return for a florid (and unwanted) dedication. And 
the 1590s brought the same congestion for authors as for other suitors. 
From Spenser to the Cambridge writers of the Parnassus plays (1598- 
1601), scholars complain indignantly of the corruption surrounding 
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appointments in Church and State, of the decay of patronage and 
‘hospitality*. 

Printing was a meaner but no less hazardous form of support. The 
market was limited; the wealthier members of the Stationers Com¬ 
pany (the corporation of booksellers and printers who held exclusive 
rights of publication) were secure in their privileged position; some 
of the poorer ones were uitscrupulous. And the author*s position was 
the weaker, because the copyright in liis manuscript was not his but 
the stationer's (or, in the cise of a play, the actors'). Forty sliillings 
was the average price for a pamplilet, selling at a few pence ~ (a play 
sold at sixpence, or half a day-labourer's wage; a ballad at a half¬ 
penny) - while, for more ambitious writing (apart from a few com¬ 
missioned works of scholarship) an author might well feel Uke Dray¬ 
ton, when ‘in Terms’ with the booksellers over his masterpiece: ‘They 
are a company of base Knaves, whom I both scorn and kick at'. 

Insecurity, then, was one reason why many writers, Uke Drayton 
himself, turned to the theatre in the 1590s. Francis Meres, a faithful 
echo of hterary opinion, declares in 1598 that English poets can make 
their language as illustrious as Latin, if only ‘Hberal patrons' arc 
forthcoming - 

or if our witty Comedians and stately Tragedians (the glorious 
and goodly representers of all fme wit, glorified phrase, and 
quaint action) be still supported and upheld, by which means 
for lack of Patrons (O ingrateful and damned age) our Poets 
are solely or chiefly maintained. ...*^ 

Certainly, the demand was impressive, with two or sometimes five 
companies active in London, and one leading company at least em¬ 
ploying a dozen writers - dividing and subdividing the work between 
them - to produce a play a fortnight. In the three years 1598-1600, 
Dckker alone contributed eight complete plays and parts of twenty- 
four others to Henslowe, the money-lender and financier of the 
Lord Admiral's men, at about £6 a play. This may have brought 
him ^30 in a good year - more than a parson or a schoolmaster, per¬ 
haps, but not enough to keep Dckker or his fellows from urgent re¬ 
quests to Henslowe for additional loans. And Jonson was to grumble 
that his plays had oiJy earned him ^200 in twenty years - an amount 
he might have got by sticking to bricklaying. Shakespeare must have 
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been the most prosperous of the dramatists; but then Shakespeare was 
also a principal actor and ‘sharer* in the Lord Charaberlain*s men, 
who were independent of any Hcnslowe. 

On the other hand, there were genuine compensations. It was a 
taunt against the actor (and hence against the playwright, too) that 
‘his wages and dependence prove him to be the servant of the people*. 
But this also meant that the poet was relatively free of any patron or 
group of patrons; free, that is, to take his stand squarely as a humanist 
and critic of men and manners. The poets of the popular stage are also 
the representatives of lumianism, from Marlowe to Shakespeare, 
Jonson, Chapman, and Webster. 

But this phase of the relation between the writer and his public 
came to an end as national feeling divided under James I. The actors 
were both drawn and driven towards dependence on the Court; and 
in 1609, Shakespeare’s company (now the King’s men) began to con¬ 
centrate on their ‘private* theatre, the Blackfriars - too expensive for 
penny-paying groundlings - which soon became more important 
than their popular house, the Globe. The courtly and fasliionable sec¬ 
tions of the London pubhc were thus separating from the rest; while 
Beaumont and Fletcher, the rising professional dramatists, were new¬ 
comers from the same social group as their audience at the Black¬ 
friars. With Beaumont and Fletcher and their successors, the inde¬ 
pendent note of humanism faded from the drama; the dramatists 
now tended to identify themselves solely with the dominant Cavalier 
section of their public. The age of a national drama was over. 

Bacon and Donne, in their different ways, continued the main 
traditions of Renaissance humanism. But in the social, as in the in¬ 
tellectual, history of literature. Bacon and Donne mark die beginnings 
of a new age. 
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THE ELIZABETHAN LITERARY 
RENAISSANCE 

L, G. SAUNGAR 


Shakespeare and his Age 

If Shakespeare’s plays and poems arc the monument of a remarkable 
genius, tlicy arc also the monument of a remarkable age. The great¬ 
ness of Shakespeare’s aebievement was largely made possible by the 
work of his immediate predecessors: by Spenser and Sidney in the 
mastery of verse, for example; by Marlowe and the University wits 
in the theatrical management of character and situation. The Htcra- 
turc of Shakespeare’s generation, moreover, proved exceptionally 
wealthy in minds of the first order. After a long fallow period of 
dependence on Chaucer, and of timid innovation in a language that 
was changeable and uncertain,^ tlierc came a moment of mounting 
confidence in the power of human reason to interpret Man and 
Nature, in the value of literature as an instrument of reason, in the 
dignity of modem English as a literary medium. The thirty years or 
less of Shakespeare’s career as actor and poet were also the culminating 
yean of Spenser’s essay in heroic idealism, the years of Jonson’s 
superb satires, of the momentous speculations of Bacon in the philo¬ 
sophy of science, of a new subtlety of introspection in the poetry of 
Donne. When Sidney undertook his Apology for Poetry about 1583 - 
a few years before Shakespeare’s coming to London - he could show 
very httle in modem Enghsh to support liis hopes for the future; but 
by 1613, when Shakespeare’s last work was written, the literature 
of modem English was already rich in varied achievements, self- 
confident and mature. 

Behind the new literature was the training in classical imitation of 
a long line of humanist scholars and translators, reaching back to the 
time of Erasmus at the beginning of the century. The first tangible 
sign of it for the Ehzabethans was the poetry of Wyatt and Surrey, 
published after their deaths in Tottcl’s miscellany of 1557; and the 
lesson they drew from Songs and Sonnets was a conscious delight in the 
artifice of poetic form. Their conceits [conceptions] were lofty’, says 
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an advocate of the new courtly verse, ‘their styles stately, their con¬ 
veyance [employment of f <^ures of speech] cleanly, their terms 
proper, their metre sweet and well proportioned, in all imitating very 
naturally and studiously their Master Francis Pctrarcha* (G. Putten- 
ham. The Art of English Poesy ^ 1589). Skilful handling of conventions, 
economy and force of language, and, above all, the development of a 
rhetorical plan in which metre, rhyme-scheme, imagery, argument 
should all combine to frame the emotional theme and throw it into 
high relief - these were the aims of humanist poetry from Wyatt and 
Surrey onwards; and with these went their new verse models, such 
as Wyatt’s Petrarchan sonnets and the blank verse of Surrey’s trans¬ 
lation of Virgil. Poetry was to be a concentrated exercise of the mind, 
of craftsmanship, and of learning. 

Effective progress from Songs and Sonnets was delayed, however, 
until 1579 and the appearance of Spenser’s Shepherds' Calendar^ which 
was even more impressive as a teclinical triumph. Spenser showed 
how the pastoral convention could be adapted to a variety of subjects, 
moral, amatory, or heroic, in a diction consistently eloquent, re¬ 
calling both Chaucer and Virgil; and he showed how the rules of 
‘decorum’, or fitness of style to subject, could be applied, through 
variations in the diction and the metrical scheme. The half-decade of 
The Shepherds' Calendar was decisive. It brought the writings of Sid¬ 
ney and a new generation of poets at Court, and the success of Lyly’s 
novel, Euphues (1578), a fashionable pattern book of manners and 
studied phrasing. And shortly after the building of the first London 
playhouse in 1576, it brought the new literature to the popular stage, 
with a new group of professional men of letters - the University wits. 

For all its emphasis on scholarship, humanism could flourish in the 
popular theatre because it was attached both to long-estabhshed tradi¬ 
tions and to the powerful emergent sentiments of nationalism and 
individual self-consciousness. It was attached to the medieval tradi¬ 
tion of moral teaching through allegory; poetry, as humanists like 
Sidney contended, combined the universal doctrines of philosophy 
with the telling examples of history. The heightened imitation of 
Nature in poetry was no submission to the snares of the world and 
the flesh, as some Puritans alleged, but the means of firing men to 
active virtue and ‘civility’; even more, of revealing ‘the highest point 
of man’s wit*, the creative spark of divinity in the human mind {An 
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Apology for Poetry). Sidney’s arguments here are widely representa¬ 
tive; they join the imitation theory of the Aristotehans with the 
Platonists* bchef in poetic rapture, the Protestant’s urging to the use 
of one’s talents with the humanist’s ardour for personal fame. 
Similarly, for the readers of The Shepherds* Calendar, tliere was rep¬ 
resentative force behind the claims of the poet’s friend and spokes¬ 
man ‘E. K.*, asserting with novel assurance the paradox that poetry 
is at once an art and no art; 

no art, but a divine gift and heavenly instinct not to be gotten 
by labour and learning, but adorned with both: and poured 
into the wit by a certain enthousiasnws and celestial inspira¬ 
tion. ... {October; E. K’s ‘Argument'.) 

Decorum, then, is secondary to celestial inspiration; and, with this 
exalted language, Spenser claims pubHc autliority for the poet at the 
very point where his utterance is most deeply personal. 

Poetry thus conceived is essentially declamation; it belongs to the 
theatre. Where a fifteenth-century love poet would linger with his 
melancholy, - 

In blake moumyng is dothyd my corage,^ - 

Sidney, for example, is concerned witli rhetoric, with resonant 
persuasion: 

I sought fit words to paint the blackest face of woe. 

What is new in the later poet is not liis feehng or his introspection 
but his manner of address, the concentrated interplay between emo¬ 
tion and rhetoric: ‘ “Fool”, said my Muse to me, “look in thy heart 
and write” * [Astrophel and Stella, Sonnet I). With Petrarch’s sonnets 
and his passion for formal perfection, English poetry had also been 
invaded by the restless, self-dramatizing spirit of the forerunner of 
modem humanism; after Wyatt, even the tradition of writing for 
music had willingly given up to rhetoric some of its Ughmess and 
grace. 

The underlying theme of a great part of Elizabethan literature is a 
conflict between this demonstrative individualism and the traditional 


* corage: heart, ardour. 
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sense of a moral order. In Marlowe’s giants of self-assertion, Affect- 
ing thoughts co-equal with the clouds , this conlhct is projected on to 
the stage. 

Humanism alone, however, was not the source of vitaHty in 
Shakespeare’s theatre. Its vitality was due to its broad contact with. 
popular entertainment and popular tliinking, quickened by the 
Reformation. Above all, it was a vitahty of the spoken language; 
and here, too, the Reformation contributed immensely. From Tyn- 
dale to the Authorized Version, through more than ten separate 
efforts (1525-1611), the English language was sifted in its Anglo- 
Saxon and its Latin elements for fitness to render accurately the dig¬ 
nity of the Bible, and at the same time to ‘be understood even of the 
very vulgar’. 

Literature gained, in consequence, a vastly sharper sense of the 
relative values of words and idioms, popular and learned, wliich was 
nowhere more active than in the theatre. The drama flourished as long 
as humanist-trained poets remained closely in touch with popular 
speech and popular traditions; and as popular influence grew weaker 
the drama declined. The interplay between humanism and popular 
taste during the first part of Shakespeare’s career is therefore made 
the subject of the next two sections of the present survey; then die 
general style of poetry during the same period; then die development 
of tragedy during Shakespeare’s later years; and, finally, the new 
tendencies in Jacobean prose. 


The Background oj Popular Taste 

The theatre was the point of closest contact between humanism 
and popular taste. A number of plays were specially prepared for 
select audiences of ‘the judicious* at the Court, the Universities, or 
the legal Inns. But the great majority were written for the commercial 
theatres, whose repertory the Court shared, and in which the judicious 
were outnumbered and often outweighed by ‘the groundlings* who 
paid their penny for standing room. ‘Your carman and tinker’, 
Dekker wrote in 1609, ‘claim as strong a voice in their suffrage, and 
sit to give judgement on the play’s life and death, as well as the proud¬ 
est Momus among the tribe of critics.’* If the tribe of critics at their 
best called out the force and subtlety of a classical training, it was the 
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groundlings who saved the drama from academic stiffiiess and pre¬ 
served its essential bias towards entertainment - towards a high- 
spirited entertainment which was also a criticism of life. 

Except at the two extremes of closet tragedy and coimtry jig, it 
would be difficult to separate the humanist from the popular layer 
of taste. So far as it can be distinguished, however, the taste of the 
groundlings shows a striking elasticity. Without abandoning their old 
favourites, they were ready to welcome new themes of classical in¬ 
spiration - or even, as with Quince and Bottom, to act them. They 
welcomed Marlowe at once, in spite of his disdain for jigging veins 
of rhyming mother wits’ (c. 1587), and long remained faithful to 
him; and they made Shakespeare, too, an immediate box-office suc¬ 
cess. Despite the Prince’s coolness towards the popular excesses of 
clowning and rant, Hamlet itself (1601) provides an outstanding in¬ 
stance of the grotindhngs’ quickness of response. Its success was 
prompt and lasting, not only with ’the wiser sort’ at the Universities 
(1601). but with ‘all’, and especially in ‘tlie vulgar’s Element’ (1604). 
And this relation to the groundlings was vital to Shakespeare’s work, 
both practically and artistically. 

It was vital to the whole evolution of tlic drama. Literary play¬ 
wrights borrowed freely from popular sources, from folk traditions 
as such, or from material already familiar through older plays, ser¬ 
mons, street ballads, or pamphlets. From the double tradition of 
Mysteries and Moralities came stock characters hke the comic Vice 
and Herod the tyrant, threatening heaven and earth; scenes of vivid 
caricature and realistic comedy; and even the deep-seated tendency 
of Elizabethan dramatists to think of a play as a kind of animated 
sermon where the characters and situations are allegorical types. In its 
exhibitions of spectacular violence, its loose and episodic plotting, and 
its mingling of comedy with tragedy, the drama followed popular 
taste, not classical instruction; while the popular tradition of musical 
‘pastime’ combined with humanist declamation to impart a form to 
it closer to opera than to the modem drama of naturalism. 

Grammar schools and Universities had trained their students in 
rhetoric with the aid of Seneca, Terence, or modem Latin imitations; 
and, when Seneca’s Ten Tragedies (i 559-81) started the broad stream of 
Elizabethan translations, the time was ripe for a neo-classical drama 
in English. But humanism in the theatre was obliged from the first to 
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come to terms with popular custom; in effect, there was no other 
practical experience of how a play ought to be given. The first 
notable effort in comedy, the school play of Ralph Roister Doister 
(Nicholas Udall, c. 1553), shows one side of tliis formative process; 
with its songs, its mock dirge, and its countrified farce, it is near to the 
May-game or die Christmas Feast of Misrule. And even in Senecan 
tragedy there was a similar reorientarion, beginning with Gorhoduc 
by Sackville and Norton (jircsentcd by the lawy'crs of the Iimcr 
Temple for the Christmas revels of 1561), with its subject drawn from 
British legend and its dumb-shows of processions and miming. There 
was a period of awkward adjustment betv/ecn learning and custom 
untd the 1580s, when the drama approached the freedom of maturity 
with the University wits. But there was no diminution in comedy of 
the elements that were much later to separate off as comic opera and 
burlesque; nor, in tragedy, of the spectacular. ‘Our public*, said a 
German Latinist, ‘cannot away with narratives [the medium for 
violence in strictly classical tragedy]; it will have everything go on 
before its eyes; ... how then can we follow the laws of ancient 
drama?* He might have been speaking for the English. A few aca¬ 
demic tragedies on statecraft by Daniel, Fulke GrcvlLle, and others, 
drew closer than Gorhoduc to the formal reserve of their Latin model; 
but the Senecan material of Hamlet and the major Jacobean tragedies 
had passed through the popular Spanish Trai^cdy of Kyd (c. 1589), 
with its clamorous ghost and its public and gory revenges.® 

Among the University wits, Marlowe’s work (c. 1587-93) stands 
apart, not only for his vastly superior force of imagination but for 
philosophical depth. Yet much of it had a ready appeal for the jig- 
loving groundlings. Even the seemingly disdainful prologue of his 
first play, TamhurlainCy offers them, in compensation, a new vesture 
of majesty for the blustering Herod of the mystery plays; 

From jigging veins of rhyming mother wits. 

And such conceits as clownage keeps in pay, 

We’U lead you to the stately tent of War, 

Wliere you shall hear the Scythian Tamburlaine 
Thrcat’ning the world with high astounding terms 
And scourging kingdoms with his conquering sword. 

View but his picture in this tragic glass. 

And then applaud his fortunes as you please. 
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The high astounding terms of the shepherd conqueror, coming at 
the peak of enthusiasm for the exploits of men hke Drake, gave a 
decisive momentum to the dramatic speech of the next twenty years; 
and Marlowe, more than anyone else, gave shape to the new drama 
by fmding the meeting-points between humanism and popular tradi¬ 
tions. In The Massacre at Paris, this meant anti-Catholic hack-work; 
while liis chronicle play, Edward II, is still an immature experiment. 
But Doctor Faustus is the first great tragedy of humanism; and the 
story of Faustus was taken from a popular pamphlet, which was re¬ 
produced in ballad form as well. In its main plan, moreover, it re¬ 
traces the allegorical struggle between Good and Evil of early 
Morahtics such as Nature or Mankind, though with the highly impor¬ 
tant difference that the central figure is no longer Mankind but an 
individual hero; while its horseplay and comic devilry, like Greene’s 
rival play, Friar Bacon, again belong to the Morality vein or to that of 
popular jest books. In the powerful Jew of Malta, similarly, the Sene- 
can revenge theme and the presiding spirit of Machiavclli have 
suffered a sea-change, so that violence takes on a colouring of gro¬ 
tesque satire. This colouring comes, as T. S. Eliot has pointed out, 
from the popular tradition of farce, with its ‘terribly serious, even 
savage comic humour’, wliich passed on from Marlowe to Jonson, 
and ‘spent its last breath in the decadent genius of Dickens’.* 

Greene and Pecle wrote, like Marlowe, for the public theatres, and 
gained personal fame, or notoriety, as literary bohemians. Their plays 
have the attraction of hveliness and fluency, and the interest of pioneer 
work in wliich some of the main tlircads of Shakespearean drama arc 
deliberately woven together. 

Greene {1558-92) was one of the first men of letters to make his 
profession the entertainment of a broad reading public, and most of 
his output belongs to the early history of the best-seller. He began 
writing in 1583, with romantic novels in the maimer of Lyly’s 
Euphues, and turned to the stage about four years later with imitations 
of Marlowe. His plays, however (c. 1587-91), were partly intended 
as conventional retorts to Marlowe’s ‘atheism’; one, A Looking Glass 
or London, written with Lodge (c. 1590), is a sensational biblical 
Morality, in the same vein as Greene’s autobiographical pamphlets of 
‘repentance* and his ‘cony-catching’ exposures of the London under¬ 
world. The best of his plays, Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay and James IV, 
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arc romantic medleys in which he seems to have been experimenting 
with the possibilities of variety in a double or multiple plot. There 
is only an accidental connexion between Friar Jiacori at Oxford and 
Margaret, the keeper’s daughter at ‘merry Fressingficld ; but Greene 
is enabled to vary the exchanges between one talc of magic and 
wonderment and another of romantic love. Moreover, both plots 
have it in common that they display a powerful force, magic in one, 
love in the other, wliich leads from ‘frohe’ to the borders of tragedy, 
happUy averted.* Tliis method of construction, with a latent or 
symbolic parallel between two separate plots (which may also contrast 
with each other) became the common method of the Elizabethans, 
Its debt to the older Moralities is evident in A Lookiujj Glass for 
London, which is virtually a series of diatribes against vice by the 
prophet Oseas, borne out by illustrative episodes on the two planes 
of court and tavern. At one point, for example, a tavern scene in 
which one drunken ruffian murders another for a wench is followed 
by a court scene in wliich an aspiring princess poisons one husband 
so as to marry a second; whereupon Oseas exclaims: 

Wlicrc whoredom reigns, there murder follows fast... 

London, behold the cause of others’ wrack. 

A similar principle of construction is made explicit by Gloucester 
in King Lear (1605), where Shakespeare deliberately brings together 
two plots of different origin: 

This villain of mine comes under the prediction; there’s son 
against father; the king falls from bias of nature; there’s father 
against cliild. 

(I. ii.) 

A similar principle, again, explains the otherwise puzzling sub-plot 
of the mad-house scenes in Middleton’s fine tragedy. The Changeling 
(1622); in tliis sub-plot, the gcntlcman-changcling who pretends to 
idiocy for the sake of access to the wife of a keeper of madmen, and 
the wife herself, who virtuously repels him, both provide an im¬ 
plicit comment on Bcatricc-Joamia, the heroine of the main plot, 
who forfeits her social dignity and her moral sanity through lust. 
The guiding principle for the Elizabethans was that of extending and 
diversifying a moral situation, and not, as often used to be argued, 
that of comic relief. 
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On the Other hancl, Greene recognizes the Litter principle as well; 
towards the end of James Il\ for example, Bohan, the Presenter, 
announces: 


The rest is nithful; yet, to beguile the time, 

’Tis interlac’d with merriment and rhyme. 

(m. iii.) 

The printed play was advertised, misleadingly, as a Scottish History 
... Intermixed with n pleasant Comedy, presented hy Oheron, Kinq of 
Fairies', and, for further variety, there arc passages of antic dances 
and clowning in popular style, scenes of symbolic diimb-show in the 
manner of Gorhoduc, discourses on the common weal, a hunting song, 
a wedding masque, and a battle scene with the English and Scottish 
armies marching ‘with all their pomp, bravely’ (i.c. with pageantry). 
Moreover, Boh;m (who first emerges from a tomb) calls tlic main 
action his ‘jig’, and sends his two sons to join it as clowns while he is 
presenting it. Nevertheless, Greene makes some attempt to match 
variety of entertainment with a faint moral symbolism. ‘Here I see 
good Rmd actions in thy jig’, says Oheron, ‘And means to paint the 
world’s inconstant ways.’ There is an attempt to suggest the varied 
skein of life as the interest shifts from the lascivious king, liis ruthless 
sycophant Ateukin, or the saturnine Bohan to the two patterns of 
constancy, Ida and Dorothea; and Queen Dorothea links togetlicr the 
varied themes of the play, national and domestic, in her closing 
speech; 

Come, royal father, enter we my tent: ~ 

And, soldiers, feast it, frolic it, like friends: - 
My princes, bid this kind and courteous train 
Partake some favours of our late accord. 

Thus wars have end, and, after dreadful hate, 

Men learn at last to know their good estate. 

The diverse elements of Shakespeare’s romantic comedies arc 
already foreshadowed in Greene, including the motif of a heroine dis¬ 
guising herself as a man; wliilc one of Greene’s popular novels and 
one of Lodge’s furnish the main plots respectively of The Winters 
Tale and As You Like It. 

Less of a story-teller than Greene, Peelc is more of a poet and more 
a man of the theatre. Tliree of his surviving plays (c. 1584-94) appeal. 
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like Greene's, to the patriotic and moralizing sentiment of the middle 
classes - thejounialist Battle of Alcazar^ the historical medley Edward /, 
which was indebted to a ballad, and the more dignified biblical 
tragedy of Dauid and Bethsahe, But Pcelc's work also illustrates, more 
broadly than Greene’s, the range of national traditions which com¬ 
bined in the making of Shakespeare’s theatre; and in particular it 
illustrates the opera-like quality of Elizabethan drama, the combined 
influence of courtly revels and folk pastime, wliich was later to 
culminate in the masques of Ben Jonson. 

Pecic’s Erst original work. The Arraignment of Paris (c. 1584), be¬ 
longs to the same class of courtly entertainment as the ‘Princely 
Pleasures’ at Kenilworth (1575), or Lyly’s ‘Court Comedies’ (c. 
1584-90); like die latter, it was given before die Queen by the boys* 
company of the royal Chapel. It opens with the goddess Ate prom¬ 
ising ‘the tragedy of Troy’; but it quickly strays from narrative, 
tragic or otherwise, so as to frame a compliment to Elizabeth, based 
upon the pastoral mydiology of Spenser. Moimt Ida, the setting of 
sylvan gods and idyllic country festival, turns out also to be the home 
of die Maiden Queen herself; die rivalry of Juno, Pallas, and Venus 
for the Apple of Discord is varied by pastoral wooing episodes 
(sophisticated versions of country jigs); and both actions arc brought 
to a happy conclusion by the appearance of Diana and her nymphs, 
Diana presenting the golden apple to the Queen in person. There arc 
songs in Latin and Italian, and a formal oration by Paris; but this 
courtly and academic material is skilfuDy merged with reminiscences 
of folk tradition, hi the first ‘merry merry roundelay’ between Paris 
and Oenonc, for instance, Paris is ‘The fairest shepherd on our green, 
... As fresh as bin the flowers in May’ (i. ii); and Ocnone’s song of 
complaint (iii. i) keeps the air of folk-song in spite of its classical 
allusions. The punishment of Thestylis for disdaining her shepherd 
Colin is frankly borrowed from country jigs: 

Enter a foul crooked Churl, with Thestylis a fair Lass, who woos 
him, and sings an old song called The Wooing of Colman: he 
crabhedly refuses her, and goes out of place: she tarries behind. 

The gods on Mount Ida ‘Hold hands in a hornpipe, all gallant in 
glee’ (i. i); and Diana’s nymphs sing a country song for Vulcan and 
Bacchus: 
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Some rounds or merry roundelays, we sing no other songs; 

Your melancholy notes not to our country mirth belongs, ... 

They sin^ ‘Hey down, down, down,’ &c, 

(rv. i.) 

The song and its preceding dialogue - the ‘quirks' and Trumps' 
[taunts] of the nymphs, especially at the cost of Vulcan the cuckold- 
recall the unsentimental tone of Elizabethan folk-song, which balances 
the extravagance of courtly pastoral. This enlivening tartness comes 
from the atmosphere of‘country sport* and public festivity; wliile 
country sport and classical mythology could be linked by their com¬ 
mon reference to the predominance of Nature. Together, they 
symbolized a universal concord, cemented in the national concord of 
peasant and courtier in the worship of Gloriana.® 

Pecle, following his father, was also a designer of pageants. His two 
pageants for the London Lord Mayor’s show (1585, 1591) made it a 
faslnonably classical affair instead of a procession of folk-lore heroes, 
as it had been before. On die other hand, his later work returns to 
folk traditions. In Edward I there appears the old favourite of country 
pastimes and civic processions, a Robin Hood game (besides many 
ballads, two of the earliest printed plays (c. 1550) had been devoted 
to Robin Hood, one of them advertised as ‘very proper to be played 
in May Games’; and he also figures in later stage productions, such as 
the anonymous Gcorge-a-Greene, the Pinner of Wakefield (c. 1593) and 
other plays). The liveliest ofPeclc’s plays, moreover, The Old Wives* 
Tale (c. 1593), is closer to pure folk-story than any other Elizabethan 
play. As in The Arraignment of Paris, its songs are essential to die action. 

The pastoral myth in courtly entertainments hke Pcclc’s was one 
expression of the sentiment of nationhood and political unity that was 
crystallizing under the Tudors; Spenser’s romanric epic was another, 
universal in scope, with its allegories of heroic virtue, moral and 
political, converging on Prince Arthur and the Faerie Queen herself. 
But this sentiment was plainest in the many popular works on British 
history or pseudo-history appearing in the latter half of Ehzabeth’s 
reign. There were the patriotic chronicles of Holinshed (1577) and 
Stow (1580) in prose; the verse chronicles of Warner (1586) and the 
additions of 1587 to The Mirror for Magistrates; and works such as 
Hakluyt’s Voyages and Navigations {1582-1600), or Stow’s Survey of 
London (1598), making a similar appeal to national pride. And these 
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gave rise to a long series of national chronicle plays, ovring little or 
nothing to chissical models, which took the place, in the popular 
theatre, of the obsolescent religious mysteries of the guilds. For a 
quarter of a century they embodied the strongest unifying sentiment 
in the London public; and during this period - from 7 //e Famous 
Victories of Henry V (c. 1588) to the early years of James I, when they 
began to disappear - it has been estimated that they accounted for 
more than a fifth of the plays written, sharing the popularity of ‘the 
multiform romantic drama* with which they overlapped. Besides 
Marlowe, Greene and Pcclc, Shakespeare, Dckker, Hev^wood, Dray¬ 
ton, and many lesser men contributed to this vogue, at its height in 
the 1590s; it was particularly associated with Shakespeare, nijic of 
whose plays were histories among the eighteen he produced in the 
first decade of his career (c. 1590-9). 

The main themes beliind Shakespeare’s histories arc the main 
themes of Tudor political thought - kingship, the sinfulness of rebel¬ 
lion against God’s deputy on earth, the problems arising from royal 
misgovemment. Protestant absolutism w;is a central question in all 
the main public events of Shakespeare’s youth, from the rising of the 
northern earls in 1569 and the subsequent Catholic plots against 
Elizabeth to the execution of Mary Queen of Scots in 1587 and the 
commercial-religious war against Spain. After 1588, moreover, de¬ 
spite the Armada victory, the nation became more heavily involved 
in warfare abroad than before; wliilc the fear of civil war, backed by 
foreign intervention, grew more acute than ever. The succession to 
the throne remained unsettled; the court of the ageing Queen was 
divided by rivalries between the Essex and the Cecil factions. There 
was contemporary France to illuminate the danger; there was 
Roman history - as in Lodge’s clumsy tragedy The Wounds of Civil 
War (c. 1588) and Shakespeare’s Titus Andronicus (1591); more rele¬ 
vant still, there was EngHsh history itself. The precedent of recon¬ 
structing the past as a warning mirror’ for the present had been 
established by the authors of Gorhoduc and their associates in the 
original Mirror for Magistrates; it was followed both in Shakespeare’s 
theatre and by Daniel (1595) and Drayton (1596) in their verse liis- 
tories of baronial wars. 

In other senses, moreover, the history plays of Shakespeare’s time 
belonged to popular stage traditions. There were popular Moralities 
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satirizing abuses, in wliich history was subordinate to general social 
ethics: the Armada battle in Wilson’s Three Lords of London (1589), for 
instance, is reduced to a symbolic episode (a struggle for shields), 
while the legendary kings in A Knack to Know a Knave (1592) or 
Nobody and Somebody (c. 1606) arc merely vague ciphers for the 
magistrate in general. And even where history provides the real sub¬ 
stance of the play, it follows this universalizing pattern. Thus, The 
Famous Victories of Henry K, the first liistory proper and the germ of 
Shakespeare's plays on Prince Hal, presents the Morality theme of a 
prodigal son reforming; and there arc strong traces of the ruler as 
Mankind, tom between good and evil counsel, in the admirable 
Woodstock (c. 1592) and the True Chronicle History of King Leir and his 
Three Daughters (c. 1594), the anonymous predecessors of Richard II 
and of Lear. The trails formation of the central allegorical figure from 
Mankind into the Prince (or the Commonwealth) was a common 
feature of Tudor and Stuart Moralities, from Skelton's Magnificence 
(c. 1517) to Middleton's Game at Chess (1624); and this, in turn, 
helped to form Shakespeare's histories almost as much as the chroni¬ 
cles of Hall and Holinshed. 

Shakespeare also follows familiar patterns of stage technique. His 
Richard III, for example, stems from the Morality tradition of comic 
devilry, of deception frankly proclaimed to tlie audience: ‘Thus, like 
the formal Vice, Iniquity, I moralize two meanings in one word* 
{Richard III, iii. i). Again, Shakespeare follows Marlowe, untroubled 
by anachronism, in preparing tliis ambitious villain to ‘set the 
murderous Machiavcl to school’ (j Henry VI, in. ii); while the plan¬ 
ning and tone of his first group of histories {1-3 Henry VI and 
Richard IIT, c. 1590-3) owe much to the Senccan tragedies of revenge. 
As a man of the theatre, Shakespeare gained in this way much what 
the Greek dramatists had gained from public knowledge of their 
myths; assured of familiarity with his general themes and imaginative 
assent, he could enlarge the more freely on his own interpretation. 

On the other hand, only Shakespeare among the dramatists had 
continuous grasp of the deeper interests of sixteenth-century his¬ 
torians. hi Ills four plays on the Wars of the Roses, die fmal advent of 
the Tudors has the force of a heaven-sent deliverance after the long 
chain of disasters due to weakness or ambition; and a similar chain 
of crime and rctribudon adds a cumulative power to his later group 
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on the House of Lancaster (from Richard II and the two parts of 
Henry IV to the expiation of Henry V; 1595-9). In shaping, com¬ 
pressing, and altering the chronicles, Shakespeare gained the art of 
dramatic design; and in the same way he developed his remarkable 
insight into character, its continuity and its variation. His Richard III 
has more humanity and more comic gusto than, for example, Mar¬ 
lowe’s Jew of Malta; liis Richard II and Bolingbroke are more com¬ 
plex and sohd figures than their counterparts in Marlowe’s Edward II. 
And as he developed he treated tlic cliroiiiclcs with greater freedom. 
In the last three, the Falstaff plays, historically minor characters have 
a powerful reality of their own; the English people are represented 
concretely, no longer by means of puppets; and the problems of 
statesmansliip, of expediency, honour, and authority are examined 
more scarchingly and from a broader point of view. These problems 
of the histories were still active in Shakespeare’s mind when he turned 
from the pageantry of Henry V to the psychological probing of liis 
first major tragedyy Julius Caesar (1599). 

The common sentiment of the chronicle plays was their appeal to 
the Protestant nationalism of the middle classes. This sentiment makes 
an anti-papal champion of Shakespeare’s King Jolm (1596), for ex¬ 
ample, and resounds in the closing lines of the play: 

Come the three comers of the world in arms. 

And wc shall shock them; naught shall make us rue, 

If England to itself do rest but true; 

and to this sentiment Nashc had appealed (with 1 Henry VI as his 
example) in defending the theatre against the Puritans. ‘How would 
it have Joyed brave Talbot [the terror of the French]’, he exclaims, 
‘to ... triumph again on the Stage, and have liis bones new em¬ 
balmed with the tears of ten thousand spectators at least [several 
times over] who ... imagine they behold him fresh bleeding?* (Pierce 
PennilesSy 1592). Similarly, Heywood meets the Puritans on their own 
ground by citing the educative influence of the stage on ‘the un¬ 
learned’ (An Apology for ActorSy c. 1608; published 1612). Plays, he 
says,’ ‘have made the ignorant more apprehensive* and ‘instructed 
such as cannot read in the discovery of all our English chronicles’: 

what man have you now of that weak capacity that cannot dis¬ 
course of any notable thing recorded even from William the 
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Conqueror, nay, from the landing of Brute [the legendary 
Trojan foimdcr of Britain], until tliis day?... 

And while the exliibition of ‘notable things* is the substance, the 
purpose of liistorics is propaganda: 

... because plays are writ with this aim, ... to teach their sub¬ 
jects obedience to their king, to show the people the untimely 
ends of such as have moved ... insurrections, to present them 
with the flourishing estate of such as live in obedience, exliort- 
ing them to allegiance, dchorting them from all traitorous and 
felonious stratagems. 

This is the moral of such plays as the collaborative Sir Thomas More 
(c. 1596) - in which Shakespeare probably had a hand. It carried a 
direct appeal to middle-class sentiment; and with it went an in¬ 
creasing interest in the figure of the London merchant, his loyalty, 
his domestic virtues, and his commercial acliicvemcnts. Dekker’s 
Shoemaker's Holiday {i$99) and Heywood’s Edtoard IV (c. 1594-9) are 
examples of tliis tendency; while Heywood’s plays on Elizabeth’s 
reign concentrate on Sir Thomas Gresham erecting the Royal Ex¬ 
change [If You Ktww not Me, You Know Nobody, Pt. 2; 1605). 

One offshoot of the chronicles was the ‘true and home-bom 
Tragedy’ of recent domestic crime, as in the dignified Arden of 
Feversham (c. 1592) or A Warning for Fair Women (c. 1599), with its 
ballad-like ending; another was the journalist play of travel and ad¬ 
venture, preferably in a setting of Itahans, Spaniards, or Moors. Both 
kinds were foreshadowed in the dramas of Peele. 

Many ‘true chronicles’ were in fact romances, padded with balladry 
and addressed in a spirit of buoyant exhortation to the London trades¬ 
man, liis wife, and his country cousin. Besides ballad warnings, where 
there was already a strong bourgeois colouring, the ballad theme of 
camaraderie between king and yeoman is repeated in such plays as 
George'-a-Greene and Edward IV, and echoed in Shakespeare’s Agin- 
court scenes. Another favoured subject, as in Greene’s pseudo¬ 
histories, was a romantic marriage, usually bringing social advance¬ 
ment; while extravagant adventure plus extravagant flattery of the 
groundlings brought popularity to Heywood’s first play, The Four 
Prentices of London (c. 1592). The prentices here are Godfrey of Bouillon 
and his brothers, sons of a mytliically banished earl - ‘all high bom, 
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Yet of the city-trades they have no scorn*; as it happens, they also 
conquer Jcrasalem. Civil doctrine is not forgotten, however; two of 
the brothers become captains of a hand of cut-throats, to whom (like 
Shakespeare*s Valentine in Two Gentlemen of Verona) tliey promptly 
impart a town-bred respectability: 

We have reformed these villains since we came, 

And taught them manners and civility. 

Another city playwright, Munday, performs a similar office for 
his yeomanly hero, Rohert^ Earl of Huntin^dony the ci-devant Robin 
Hood (1598). Few of these histories and pseudo-histories have any 
distinctive merit; their dramatic form was too fluid, and success at a 
merely sensational level too easy. Yet they played an important part 
in tlie evolution of the London theatre, if only by binding together 
the many and varied interests of a national public. 

They also confirmed the general tendency of the popular stage to¬ 
wards episodic narratives, straggling over time and place and crowded 
with incident. Their emergence in the 1580s coincided with that of a 
group of actors strong enough to make themselves national person¬ 
alities - tlie comedians Tarlton (who acted in The Famous Victories of 
Henry V) and Kempe, and the tragic actors Alleyn and Richard 
Burbage. And these actors’ companies, employing the University 
wits, established the technical conventions of Elizabethan staging, 
which remained broadly similar from the building of the first play¬ 
house in 1576 to the closing of the theatres in 1642. Although many 
details concerning the theatres are uncertain, the main features can be 
briefly summarized.® 

Whether octagonal in shape, like the Globe, or square, Uke the 
Fortune, a pubUc playhouse resembled a compact amphitheatre, with 
an unroofed central ‘yard’ for the groundlings, surrounded by tiers of 
covered galleries and the taller structure of the aaors* ‘tiring-house*. 
The main stage was a large platform, chest high, jutting forward from 
the ‘tiring-house* nearly thirty feet into the centre of the yard. As the 
platform, three parts surrounded, could not be curtained off, there 
was no possibility of picture-stage scenery; it was usually bare, leav¬ 
ing the imagined stage locality fluid and indeterminate, to be indi¬ 
cated, when necessary, by the actors themselves. Sometimes these 
indications arc vague (as in Edward //, where a speaker, somewhere in 
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London or near it, simply announces: ‘Here comes the king and the 
nobles From the parliament*); sometimes they are more precise 
(‘Well, this is the forest of Arden*); the overriding concern, however, 
is rapidity of action. In modem editions, this neutral, uninterrupted 
staging is generally obscured by scene-divisions and place headings; 
but when an Ehzabethan dramatist wanted to convey the impression 
of a particular setting he could use his speeches for the purpose, as 
with Duncan’s description of Macbeth’s castle. This appeal to the ear 
was seconded by music and ‘noises off’. 

Visual, spectacular appeal was by no means lacking, however. 
There were arras hangings - black for tragedy - at the back of the 
stage; and the stage manager was well supplied with large movable 
properties - bedsteads, arbours, mossy banks, ‘trees*, chariots, dragon 
outfits, even ‘i Hell mouth*. Battles, executions, and bloodshed in 
general could be staged with spectacular if conventionaUzed realism; 
drownings, symbolically, with river-gods appearing to carry the vic¬ 
tims away. Visual realism, then, took the form of an impressive 
token, as in medieval staging, not a consistent setting; thus, the tents 
of two opposing army commanders could be seen on the stage at 
once {Richard III, v. iii). 

As there was no artificial lighting (except in the expensive ‘private’ 
theatres, wliich were roofed and candle-lit), effects such as darkness 
had to be suggested in the pubhc theatres by me:ms of tokens; but 
there was direct pictorial interest in the many scenes of fighting, 
dancing, and procession. Expensive and magnificent costumes were 
prominent here; they also served to designate nationality, social 
status, or character (as with Hamlet’s black, or the homespun ‘frieze* 
of the Duke in Woodstock, which is opposed to the fantastic panoply 
of Richard and his favourites). Disguise was a common convention in 
a theatre so liiglily conscious of apparel. Sometimes it merely kept the 
story running, as in the farcical Look About You (1600), where there 
are eight disguises by one character alone; but sometimes, in the 
tradition of the Moralities, it symbolized important dramatic 
changes, as with the transformation of Edgar into Poor Tom in 
Lear, or the black robe of the defeated Pompey in Chapman’s tragedy: 
‘We now must suit our habits to our fortunes* (Caesar and Pompey, 
c. 1613). 

But the greatest resource of the Elizabethan theatre was its un- 
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equalled adaptability. There were two doors at the back of the main 
stage, which probably had a width of forty-one feet in the Globe; 
between these was a curtained alcove, the rear stage, in which could 
be disclosed (or ‘discovered’) an interior scene with properties such as 
a study, a cave, or a shop. Above the rear stage, and probably flanked 
by two usable windows, was a balcony stage, also curtained, which 
could serve as a bedroom or the battlements of a castle, and could be 
chmbed or even assaulted from below (c.g. i Henry VI, il. i). Above 
this again, level with the tliird and top gallery of spectators, was the 
musicians’ gallery, which an actor could also use. And this flexible 
structure was completed by two other features, reminiscent of die 
Middle Ages; above, a painted canopy known as ‘the heavens’, sur¬ 
mounted by a hut for properties and supported by two pillars rising 
from the platform stage; and, below the platform, the space of‘heU’. 
Both were pierced by trap-doors, so that a throne or a deity could be 
lowered, and a ghost, a devil or a magical tree could arise from be¬ 
low, with spectacular effect. There were thus five levels at wliich an 
actor could appear and perhaps, including trap-doors, as many as 
twenty-two points of ‘discovery’ or entrance. 

Yet it remained an intimate theatre. Front stage, the actor stood 
next to the groundhngs; rear stage, in the Globe, he was no more, 
apparently, than eighty-five feet away from the farthest spectator. 
There was thus no necessity to drop the old convention of direct ad¬ 
dress to the audience, in soliloquy or aside; it was a tlieatre for elo¬ 
quence as much as for pageantry. If classical humanism was set aside 
in the matter of construction and the Unities, it triumphed in the 
actor’s rhetoric. Even here, however, it was intimately conneaed 
with popular tradition and popular taste. 

Humanism and Popular Taste - the 13905 

The decade of the 1590s was the flowering time of tlic EngHsh 
Renaissance. When Marlowe died in 1593, Shakespeare, with some 
half-dozen plays, was already the most prominent of hving dramatists. 
The London theatres had a broadly representative pubhc; by 1600 
they had attracted Chapman, Jonson, and other successors to the 
University wits, who, with Shakespeare now at the height of his 
powers, were to make the glory of the Enghsh drama in the early 
years of the seventeenth century. There was a similar influx of new 
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writers in poetry and journalism. England was at last possessed, said 
the Cambridge humanist Gabriel Harvey in the year of Marlowe’s 
death, of ‘Eloquence in speech and Civility in manners’ - ‘the good¬ 
liest graces of the most noble Commonwealths upon Earth’. And the 
triumph of Tudor humanism, long prepared and at last confirmed, 
had come at a moment when the heritage of the Middle Ages was still 
familiar and significant. In the pubhc for literature and drama there 
was a varied community of interests, an imaginative interchange at 
every branch and level, as never before or since. 

Except for Sackville, in the 1560s, and Gascoigne, in the 1570s, there 
had been at first few notable imitators of Wyatt or Surrey; Puritan 
suspicion of secular Hteraturc and the indidcrcncc of the gentry had 
been too discouraging. But the humanist triumph had been prepared 
by Wilson’s Art of Rhetoric (1553) and Ascham’s Schoolmaster (1570) - 
both Calvinist in temper; it was foreshadowed in the courtly in¬ 
junctions of Puttenliam’s Art of English Poesy (written c. 1569-89; 
published 1589); it was well advanced in the years following The 
Shepherds' Calendar and by the 1590s it was fully accomplished, 
with the posthumous appearance of Sidney’s Arcadia and liis sonnets 
(1590-1) and Spenser’s pubheation of The Faerie Queene (1590-6). 
There was an immediate and impressive following in poetry of 
courtly, neo-classical inspiration. Besides a host of minor sonnet se¬ 
quences, there was the reflective wit of older poets at Court hkc 
Ralegh, and younger ones like Davies; the heroic and amorous verse 
of Daniel and Drayton, among professional men of letters; Haring- 
ton’s Ariosto and Chapman’s Homer. The decade was stimulated, 
moreover, by the sensuousness and energy of Marlowe’s Hero and 
LedMi/tT (1593), which was completed as a philosopliical poem by 
Chapman in 1598 and had already helped to form Shakespeare’s 
popular Venus and Adonis and his Rape of Lucrece (1593-4), somewhat 
as Sidney’s example helped to form his Sonnets (? 1595-1600). Yet a 
further development in the poetry of sense and intellect during tliis 
immensely versatile decade was the writing of Domie’s songs and 
satires, by which the lyrical conventions of Spenser and the Petrarchans 
were radically transformed. Well might Harvey praise his friend 
Spenser and his contemporaries, then, for ‘enriching and polishing 
their native Tongue, never so furnished or embellished as of late’ 
(1592); or Daniel laud Sidney’s memory and his example: 
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Now when so many Pens (like Spears) are charg’d 
To chase away this tyrant of the North; 

Cross Barbarism,... 

{Cleopatra; dedication to the Countess 
of Pembroke, Sidney’s sister, 1594.) 

Writers vied with one another in extolling England’s ‘golden’, 
‘sugared*, and ‘passionate’ eloquence, or in listing new Enghsh poets 
for comparison with the famous names of Italy and ancient Rome; 
and with Hooker’s Laios of Ecclesiastical Polity (1593) and Bacon’s 
Essays of 1597, the decade also brought new lustre to formal English 
prose. 

The triumph of humanism, however, involved a profound con¬ 
flict of cultural standards; for ‘civihty’, especially in its Puritan setting, 
meant reducing the ‘barbarous’ influence of folk tradition and popular 
taste.® Popular entertainments and ‘idle pastime* in general were the 
targets of moral condemnation by Puritans such as Nortlibrookc, 
Gosson, and Stubbes (1577-83), powerfully supported by the Coun¬ 
cil of London; aird the humanists seconded the attack in the name of 
literary decorum. Sidney, in particular, objects to popular taste in 
comedy on both moral and aesthetic grounds; it contradicts classical 
decorum by ‘mingling kings and clowns* and ‘matcliing hornpipes 
and funerals* in a ‘mongrel tragi-comedy*; and it is morally dangerous 
in preferring gross laughter to intellectual dchght, in its ‘scornful 
tickling* at ‘mischances* and even at ‘sinful things, which are rather 
execrable than ridiculous* (An Apolo(fy for Poetry^ c. 1583). Puttenham, 
though no Puritan, has a similar attitude: he condemns Skelton, for 
example, as ‘a rude railing rhymer*, fit only for ‘country fellows*; and 
he would seek to confine the language of poetry to ‘tlic usual speech* 
of the educated in the London area only, since, in the provinces, ‘the 
gentlemen, and also their learned clerks, do for the most part con¬ 
descend* to the language of ‘the common people* (Art of English 
Poesy). Again, Lodge (who became a Roman Cathohe) attacks folk 
pastime indirectly when he embodies the spirit of‘Disordinatejoy* in 
a drunken buffoon, who ‘hath all the feats of a Lord of Misrule’ (at 
Christmas games) ‘in the country*; ‘his study is to coin bitter jests, or 
to show antic motions, or to sing bawdy songs and ballads* (lVit*s 
Misery^ 1596). And the playwrights themselves, Jonson especially, 
but Shakespeare, too, if Hamlet’s views are his own, complain in- 
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cessaiitly of the vogue of the country jig which Tarlton had intro¬ 
duced, and of the popularity of clowning and ‘antics’, defacing 
‘nature’ on the stage. 

Nevertheless, looking back on Shakespeare and even Jonson from 
the standpoint of the Restoration, Dryden could complain of both 
that ‘their wit was not that of gentlemen; there was ever somewhat 
that was ill-bred and clownish in it, and wliich confessed the con¬ 
versation of the authors’. If‘civility’ prevailed, tlicn, it was not with¬ 
out a struggle. And it was highly fortunate for Hterature that popular 
‘barbarism’ proved so tenacious in the 1590s. It gave an unequalled 
racy vigour to common prose and the language of the stage; and it 
suggested some of the most fruitful themes of comedy and satire - 
and even, ultimately, of tragedy too. 

Ehzabethan hterature is a hterature of the spoken word. Just as 
oratory dominated the academic training of the humanist, so - in tlie 
age of the Reformation and popular controversy - the spoken literary 
forms of preaching and acting dominated the printed forms of 
jounialism and fiction; while in poetry there was the related influence 
of song. Humanists like Puttenham were eager, moreover, to show 
that English, of its native resources, could be as ‘copious, pithy, and 
significative’ as any language of learning; and in view of the tre¬ 
mendous changes in sixteenth-century English, the only sure founda¬ 
tion for a standard hterary language was in customary usage, in 
idiom, and proverb. There was thus a constant two-way exchange 
between learned speech and popular, together producing the unique 
combination of racy tang and majestic stateliness that informs the 
language of Shakespeare or the Authorized Version. 

An important aspect of this situation was the popular enjoyment ol 
vigorous speech and the conscious artifice of eloquence.^® Tliis is evi¬ 
dent, for example, from Harrison’s remark about the beggars of his 
day {The Desaiption ofBritain^ I577)» 

how artificially they beg, what forcible speech, and how they 
select and choose out words of vehemence, whereby they do in 
manner conjure or adjure the gocr-by to pity their cases. 

It is evident, again, from Puttenham’s amusement over old-fashioned 
mouth-fillers like ‘remuneration’, ‘recapitulation’, which ‘smatch 
more the school of common players than of any delicate Poet’ (c. 
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1585). But the same admiration for high astounding terms assured a 
welcome for Tamhurlaine a year or two later; while the authors of 
the Marprelate tracts (1588-90) could cotmt on stylistic parody as a 
popular weapon of ridicule against the bishops. 

The popular hankering after ‘inkhorn* language proves fatal to 
Dogberry and many another clown on the stage; but it was balanced 
by a genius for the homely and the concrete, and a pungent facility 
in nicknames and ridicule. Mockery was a popular art, rooted in folk 
pastime with its miming and dancing (as in the song of the nymphs 
in Peele’s Arraignment)^ admiringly recorded of the heroes of jest 
books, and dramatized in the libellous farce jigs that delighted the 
London streets. Though much of it was gross or aimless, this popular 
‘railing* pervaded Elizabethan wit at every level, whetlier the wit was 
inspired by indignation or hatred, or simply enjoyed, as ‘merriment*, 
for its own sake. Even the Puritan Stubbes, for example, has recourse 
to caricature in his flourish against the enormities of feminine dress 
(The Anatomy of Abuses, 1583): 

But if Aeolus with his blasts, or Neptune with his storms chance 
to hit upon the crazy barque of their bruised ruffs, then they 
go flip-flap in the wind, hkc rags flying abroad, and lie upon 
their shoulders like the dishclout of a slut. 

The popular bent appears again, paradoxically, in the courtly 
language of Puttenham; it is implicit in his conception of poetry as a 
means of direct emotional release, and still more in his treatment of 
worlds as physical objects, almost as creatures with a life of their own. 
He speaks, for example, of‘flowing words and slippery syllables*; and 
in Ills detailed analysis of classical figures of rhetoric he strives, like 
Wilson before him, to personify the terms themselves or to anglicize 
them with the aid of homely illustrations. Thus the figure Zeugma 
he names ‘single supply* - 

because by one word we serve many clauses of one congruity, 
and may be likened to the man that serves many masters at 
once, but aU of one country or kindred; 

and another of his figures is still further dramatized, with its close 
linkage between word and gesture: 

when we give a mock with a scornful countenance as in some 
imiling sort looking aside or by drawing the Hp awry, or 
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shrinking up the nose; the Greeks called it Micterismus, we 
may term it a fleering frump, as he that said to one whose 
words he believed not, No doubt Sir of that. ... 

Fleering frumps belong to the same Elizabethan family as Irony (‘the 
Dry mock’) or Sarcasm (‘the Bitter taunt*) - or the ‘unsavoury 
similes’ tliat Falstaff admires in Prince Hal. Journalists like Nashe, 
accordingly, will vaunt their talent for ‘railing*; ‘Have I not an in¬ 
different pretty vein in Spurgalling an Ass? If you knew how ex¬ 
temporal it were at this instant, and with what haste it is writ, you 
would say so’ (Pierce Penniless^ 1592). And even at its most pohshed 
(as with Beatrice and Benedick), EHzabethan wit has the violence of 
caricature, not the neat understatement of Drydcn or Addison. 

Tliis popular tendency to ridicule and burlesque came to a head in 
the writings of Nashe (1567-1600?), who is the typical man of letters 
of the 1590s. Nashe first appeared as a University wit like Greene 
and Lodge, an admirer of Ascham, Lyly, Spenser, and Sidney; and 
throughout his career (15H8-99) he miiintained the pose of a humm- 
ist indignant at the follies of the age: ‘my true vein*, he claims, is ‘to 
be tra^icus Orator, and of all styles I most affect and strive to imitate 
Aretiue's*. But there is a strong flavour of the popular jest book in 
most of his writing, whether controversy or fiction; and his effective 
contribution was to exploit the mock-heroic possibilities latent in 
popular forms of satire. 

Three significant factors seem to have determined the bent of 
Nashe’s style. One was die pressure of competing for the favours of 
a small and compact but heterogeneous pubhc - a factor inherent in 
die new profession of letters. Another was die economic instability 
of the 1590s, affecting scholars in particular. And the third was the 
breach in religious opinion, marked by the success of the Marprelate 
traas. By the 1590s, therefore, ‘civihty’ was no longer an ideal but a 
problem, wliile the synthesis of courtliness and Puritanism that Sidney 
had stood for was now in dispute. Nashe’s reaction was to turn back 
to folk tradition for weapons of ridicule against all the new tendencies 
he disliked; and he soon developed as a ‘young Juvenal’ and ‘biting 
Satirist*, out-railing Marprelate in comic invective against ‘unlearned 
sots* like the ballad-mongers and Stubbes, on the one hand (Anatomy 
of Absurdity, 1588); and, on the other hand, burlesquing the ‘Eloquence 
and Civihty’ of Gabriel Harvey, who had both condemned the new 
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journalism and defended the Puritans (1592-5)- hi addition, in Pierce 
Pentiiless Nashc struck a new attitude which Harvey dubbed his 
VilJany* - a satiric attitude combining tJie caustic mood of a dis¬ 
gruntled scholar and the mockery of the rustic Fool in folk-games or 
the Vice or clown of the popular stage. 

Nashe, then, is another Skelton, with a vastly augmented vocabu¬ 
lary and a nicer sense of the incongruous. He has the double exuber¬ 
ance of the trained rhetorician and the popular mimic, and he excels 
in burlesquing formalities of language; at one point, for example, 
Marlovian blank verse (‘the spacious volubility of a drumming de- 
casyllabon’); at another the ‘inkhomism' of Harvey ~ ‘he never bids 
a man good morrow, but he makes a speech as long as a proclamation’. 
Harvey might retort with justice that Nashe’s ‘frisking pen’ was 
schooled in the common playhouse, on ‘Tarlton’s surmoimting 
rhetoric’; but precisely this quality made it vigorous and representa¬ 
tive. Nashc helped to stimulate three of the main developments in the 
literature of the 1590s - the rebirth of satire; the alhed creation of 
‘humour’ comedies at the end of the decade; and Shakespeare’s treat¬ 
ment, in his comedies, of the themes of Folly and ‘civility’. 

The revival of satire in the 1590s accompanied the rise of profes¬ 
sional literature.'^ ‘Heavenly Spenser’ himself alternates between 
eulogy and the satirist’s indignation in his portrayal of the Court 
(Colhi Clout, c. 1591); and, amid the general confusion of social 
standards, it seemed to be fated, as Marlowe said, that Icaniing and 
poverty ‘should always kiss'. Frustrated in his hopes of patronage, 
disgusted by the flourishing of social pretenders in City and Court 
alike, and more conscious than ever before both of the dignity and 
the insecurity of his calling, the man of letters turned to satire as a 
corrective of public morals through which he could also give vent to 
his personal discontent. Greene makes capital of his own indiscretions, 
as well as his acquaintance with the underworld, in his Groat*s^-uforth 
of wit, bought with a million of Repentance (1592); and a comparable 
though much deeper subjective strain is the source of tragic pity in 
Faustus, where Marlowe exposes the raw nerves of the Elizabethan 
scholar-poet, equally dissatisfied in his servitude and his grandeur. In 
Davies’s fasliionable Epigrams (c. 1590) and the pamphlets of Nashc 
and Lodge, dissatisfaction gives rise to generalized satire; and the 
scholar-poet himself advances irritably to the foreground, surrounded 
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by his friends and enemies - the wit and the would-be wit (or ‘gull’), 
the melancholy gallant and the malcontent, the professional charlatan, 
the seedy adventurer, the travelled and Machiavellian sceptic, the 
usurer and the sycophant. A slightly yoimgcr group of wits model 
themselves directly on the conventions of Latin poetic satire, in harsh 
rhythms, scornful invective, and grotesque character-portraits 
(Donne, c. 1593-7; Hall, Vir^idemiae,* Marston, The Scour^^e of 
Villainy, 1598); while the Cambridge trilogy of Parnassus plays 
(1598-1602) resumes the complaints of the scholar in search of 
patronage. 

These satires were doubly significant of the growth of a pro¬ 
fessional spirit in hterature, since they contained htcrary criticism as 
well as professional complaint; and even the courtly and temperate 
Daniel was touched by the prevailing unrest. With all its confidence 
in the future of English, liis verse dialogue Musophilus (1599) shows 
him retreating from the optimism of a few years before. Learning, 
neglected by ‘the great-seeming best of men’, has lost its sanctity; 
rehgion is clouded by sects and opinion, wliilc poetry has been vul¬ 
garized by ‘Emulation, that proud nurse of wit’; and though Daniel, 
an Elizabethan Matthew Arnold, can yet affirm that poetry has a high 
calling of imaginative enlightenment, he turns aside from the present, 
with regretful stoicism, to write for himself, for posterity, and for the 
understanding few. Unlike Daniel, however, others were heated and 
probably libellous; so that the year of Musophilus saw a general ban 
imposed on the printing of satires, while the bishops, who had en¬ 
couraged retorts to Martin Marprclatc ten years previously, now 
called in for burning all copies of Nashe’s and Harvey’s pamplilcts, 
with recent verse satires such as those of Marston and Hall. 

Humanism in satire involved a change from the medieval outlook 
still current in Barclay’s translation (1508) of The Ship of Fools, or 
even in Gascoigne’s Steel Glass (1576) - a change from denunciation 
to irony, from the tone of the preacher to that of the wit. Yet, since 
they are attacking the social pretensions intertwined with ‘civility’, 
the satirists of the 1590s follow Nashc in reverting to popular mock¬ 
ery and the theme of Folly. For the English contemporaries of Don 
Quixote, Folly was a dieme of complex associations, ranging from 

* Virgidemiae: *a harvest of rods’ (on tliis Latin title, sec Hall’s Poems, ed. A. 
Davenport (1950), 159). 
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folk-games to journalism, poetic satire, and the stage. It recjiUcd the 
duality of the simpleton, the duality of the public jester who is 
fondled and buffeted in turn, the duality of a universal human im¬ 
pulse. In the early Renaissance, Folly had been presented cither as 'the 
eighth deadly sin’ of Barclay and the Morahty writers, or else, with 
Erasmus, as man’s presiding genius, binding him in superstition and 
selfishness, but also spurring him to heroism, to love, and to poetry. 
And the later sixteenth century had sharpened these contrasts. The 
Puritans condemned the paganism of country sports, like the May- 
games, with their primitive leader, the Fool; while popular fechiig 
reacted against ‘civility’ through the heroes of rogue stories and jest 
books, through farces and Jigs. 

This reaction reached the theatres in the 1580s, when Tarlton and 
Kempe replaced the Morahty Vice with clown-commentators 
reminiscent of Piers Plowman, the typical countryman. One such 
clown, for example, - a distant forerunner to the role of Kent in Lear 
- is ‘a plain man of the country’ in the pseudo-chronicle play A 
Knack to Know a Knave ... With Kempe*s applauded Merriments of the 
Men of Gotham (1592). His name is Honesty; and he is given the part 
of unmasking and punishing an up-to-date set of rogues. Hence, 
while Puritans might exclaim against the ‘craft, mischief, deceits and 
filthiness' of popular entertainment, joumahsts like Chettle and Nashe 
could defend it as ‘anatomizing ... all cunning drifts over-gilded with 
outward holiness’, and could taunt its opponents with the threat of a 
stage-play containing ‘a merriment of the Usurer and the Devil’ 
(Nashe, Pierce Penniless). And mcanwliile the stage clown was gaining 
sophistication from the wily servants of Latin comedy. ‘Better a 
witty fool than a foolish wit’, says Feste {Twelfth Ni^s^ht, i6ot); much 
of the comedy of the 1590s is a variation on this antithesis, alter¬ 
nately contrasting and identifying the wit and the fool. 

Here, again, Nashe’s writings contained suggestive links between 
humanism and popular traditions. Summer s Last Will and Testament 
(1592) “ the only surviving play wholly of his authorship - is a 
topical satire under the forms of revelry and burlesque. It pleads for 
the patronage of letters and defends the seasonal pastimes of the 
countryside as against the Puritan arguments for thrift; while, on the 
other hand, it deplores the wasteful extravagance of many courtiers. 
Nashe attempts to reconcile these contraries tlirough a prolonged and 

76 



THE ELIZABETHAN LITERARY RENAISSANCE 
lively allegorical debate, wliich balances Nature’s excess in her seasons 
of scarcity against the excesses of her abundance. But he has been 
visited too long by the classical dream of heroic grandeur and ideal 
beauty to rest entirely content in this traditional reconciliation; and 
in ‘Adieu, farewcU earth’s bliss’, the famous dirge for Summer the 
dying king, he rises to a moment of tragic intensity, finely poised be¬ 
tween the fear of death and the acceptance, between magnificence 
and decay. In the main, however, the tone of the ‘show’ is set by the 
jester, who is named Will Summers, with a punning reference to the 
famous court fool of Henry VIIL Will Summers presents and criticizes 
the rest of the play; turns the debates into intellectual switchback; 
breaks from allegory into topical jesting; and breaks from seriousness 
into absurdity and inconsequence. He thus provides at once a symbol 
of Folly and a mask of detachment for the author. 

Literary clowning (or ‘villany’) was also the mode of Nashe’s prose, 
hi Pierce Petmilcss, His Supplication to the Devil (written just before the 
‘show’), the substance of the satire descends from the Moralities and 
The Ship of Pools', but Nashe liimself, as Pierce, now adopts the man¬ 
ner of tlie Vices and servant clowns of popular comedy. ‘Malcontent* 
in his poverty, Pierce turns to the Devil, the arch-patron of success, 
with a mock petition denouncing the parvenus and impostors of con¬ 
temporary London as fresh incarnations of the Seven Deadly Sins. 
The petition is delivered, at the universal rendezvous, St Paul’s, to a 
minor devil resembling Greene’s ‘cony-catchers’ [confiicnce tricksters], 
‘a neat pedantical fellow, in form of a Citizen’, with whom Pierce 
then holds discourse on the subject of demonology. Pun gently 
topical, Nashe’s pamphlet found several imitators, such as Lodge’s 
WiPs Misery (1596) (a satire embedded in a theological tract); but to 
Harvey, at least, there was sometliing ‘mad-brained ... or blas¬ 
phemous, or monstrous’ in Nashe’s ‘impudency’ of tone. Not only 
was the older man offended in person; he was disgusted that ‘a cer¬ 
tain pragmatical secret, called Villany’ should bring fame to new 
‘whipsters in the world’ like Nashe; and he was scornfully indignant 
that ‘one smart pamphlet of knavery’ should be preferred to ‘ten 
blundering volumes of the nine Muses’ {Piercers Supererogation, 1593). 
Nashe stuck to pamphlets of knavery, however; and Jack Wilton, 
the mischievous page and hero of liis only novel, is another exponent 
of Villany. The Unfortunate Traveller (1594), where he relates his 
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adventures, disavows any serious purpose; it begins as a jest book, 
continues as a mock chronicle, and concludes as an experiment in 
Italianatc melodrama. Another variant of the literary clown appears 
in Nashc’sLe«/e« his last pamphlet, a comic extravaganza 

in praise of Yarmouth and red herring, wliich includes a mock- 
heroic version of the tale of Hero and Leandcr, 

Nashe’s treatment of ‘humours* in Pierce Penniless is characteristic 
of his methods in transforming allegory into farce. ‘Humour’ had 
previously signified irrational egotism (‘a jealous humour’, ‘a cove¬ 
tous humour’); but fashionable usage had dignified the term. ‘As ’tis 
generally received in these days’, Jonson scathingly explains, ‘it is a 
monster bred in a man by self-love and affectation, and fed by foUy* 
(Every Man In His Humoury IIL i; 1598); later he added - ‘a gentleman¬ 
like monster, bred in the special gallantry of our time’. Nashe assails 
tills gentlemanlike monster with caricature, with ‘unsavoury similes’, 
with exuberant and sophisticated mockery. In Pierce’s Supplication 
against Pride, for example, there is the social upstart who ‘scornetli 
learning’: 

All malcontent sits the greasy son of a Clothier, and complains 
(like a decayed Earl) of the ruin of ancient houses. ... He will 
be humorous, forsooth, and have a brood of fashions by him¬ 
self. Sometimes (because Love commonly wears the livery of 
Wit) he will be an Inamorato PoctOy and sonnet a whole quire 
of paper in praise of Lady Swine-snout, liis yellow fac’d mistress, 
and wear a feather of her rainbeaten fan for a favour, Hkc a 
fore-horse. ... 

To this drooping student of gentility, Nashe also gives the features 
of the classical braggart and those of the pretended traveller, the 
‘dapper Jack’, who has barely cros.scd the Channel, yet will ‘wring his 
face about, as a man would stir a mustard pot, and talk English 
through the teeth. ...’ Nashe’s mimicry is savage, because the self- 
willed ‘humours’ that appear simply follies on the surface reveal, be¬ 
neath the surface, the Seven Deadly Sins. The Devil himself. Pierce is 
told, is held by the sceptics of the time to be only an allegory (like 
Dame Fortune), or else ‘only a pestilent humour in a man, of pleasure, 
profit, or policy, that violently carries Iiim away to vanity, villainy, 
or monstrous hypocrisy’. Pierce, too, seems not immune to this 
scepticism; so that his ‘humorists’ become the grotesque caricatures 
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of the shifting and ambiguous values of his world. The ‘counterfeit 
politician* whom Nashe consigns to the Ship of Fools, and the atheist 
scholar (of Ralegh’s circle); tlie thriftless young heir at the Imis of 
Court, ‘his Motlicr’s Darling*, who ‘falls in a quarrelling humour 
with his fortune, because she made liim not King of the Indies’; 
Mistress Minx, the merchant’s ‘simpering wife* (who ‘wiU cat no 
cherries forsooth but when they are at twenty shillings a pound’), and 
the ‘curious Dames* who plaster themselves with paint and ointment 
‘to enlarge their withered beauties’ - they are all of them bogus as 
well as sinfully proud. And fmally, anticipating Jenson’s Alchemist^ 
there is the quack antiquarian and the equally ‘fantastical fool’ who 
buys his rubbish: ‘This is the disease of our newfangled humorists, 
that they know not what to do with their wealth’. 

hi his social attitude, then, in his language and satiric methods, 
Nashe’s writing reveals the close and complex relationship between 
the humanism of the 1590s and popular traditions. The ‘humour’ 
comedies of Chapman, Jonson, and Marston at the end of the decade 
show a further phase of the same relationsliip; they follow directly 
from Nashe and the verse satirists. 

Jonson’s scorn of false civihty was much more controlled than 
Niishc’s, more searcliing and inclusive, and more scholarly. But he 
bcg;m by collaborating with Nashe in a satire of 1597 (now lost), for 
which they were both in trouble; and his writing springs from the 
same backgroimd. In his first important play. Every Man In His 
Humour (first version, 1598), the central comic trio recall Nashe’s 
composite caricature of the Pride that ‘scometh learning’; and, though 
Jonson refined liis rhetorical technique, it is still closely allied to 
popular Morality and farce. In Every Man Out Of His Humour (1599) - 
virtually a critical manifesto - Jonson distinguishes tlic monomania 
of genuine ‘humour’ from what is merely eccentricity. Henceforth 
almost all his characters arc blind instruments of a dominant passion, 
avarice or vanity, envy or lust, or, above all, the speculative passion 
for quick money and for social aggrandizement. They are depicted 
witli minute observation, with painstaking scholarship, with a 
superb flexibility in the psychological development of the dramatic 
situation. Yet for Jonson, a humour character (as their names often 
show) is still allegorical, a vcliicic for moral judgement, not a rounded 
portrait; not so much a man possessed by a quality as the quality 
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itself embodied in the man. ‘He that will truly set down a man in a 
figured story’, writes Joiison’s friend, the lawyer-poet Jolm Hoskins, 
‘must first learn truly to set down an humour, a passion, a virtue, a 
vice, and therein keeping decent proportion add but names and knit 
together the accidents* and encounters’ (i 599 )« Hoskins here is 
praising Skhicy\ Arcadia; but the same approach to the construction 
of characters, in terms of allegory and rhetoric, was fundamentoJ in 
the theatre as well, and particularly in satire. Commonly, a whole 
scene is constructed so as to exhibit a ‘humorist’ who caricatures him¬ 
self by his behaviour, dress, and language; and Jonson excels in 
making such satire general. One of liis gulls is advised, for example 
(again in Nashe’s terms), to ‘give over housekeeping in the country, 
and live altogether in the city amongst gallants...’ (Eucry Matt Out Oj 
His Humour, i. i): 

You must endeavour to feed cleanly at your ordinary [tavern], 
sit melancholy, and pick your teeth when you cannot speak: 
and when you come to plays, be humorous, look with a good 
starch’d face, and ruffle your brow like a new boot, laugh at 
nothing but your own jests, or else as the noblemen laugh. 
That’s a special grace you must observe. ... 

Another method of Jenson’s is to deploy his figures in combination, 
like the elegant Fastidious Brisk (ancestor to a long line of Restoration 
fops), who is used to mock one gull and tantalize another wiiile ills 
own absurdity is paraded with exquisite mimicry: 

FAST. ’Fore heavens, his humour arrides me exceedingly. 

CARLO BUFFONE. Arridcs you! 

FAST. Ay, pleases me: a poxon’t! I am so haunted at the court, 
and at my lodging, with your refined choice spirits, 
that it makes me clean of another garb, another sheaf, I 
know not how 11 cannot frame me to your harsh vul¬ 
gar phrase, ’tis against my genius. ... 

(E.M.O.OAIH, I. i) 

And these methods arc supplemented with set character sketches 
by tlie wits, brief formal essays modelled on Theophrastus, like 

* Accidents (c.g. of time and place) as distinct from substances; the writer 
has Aristotle in mind. (Directions for Speech and Style, ed. H. H. Hudson, 
(Princeton, 1935); xii, 41, 93,) 
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that of Carlo tlic buffoon on the embittered satirist Macilente: 

SOGLI ARDO. Is he a scholar, or a soldier? 

CARLO. Both, both: a lean mongrel, he looks as if he were 
chop-fallen, with barking at other men’s good for¬ 
tunes: ’ware how you offend him; he carries oil 
and fire in his pen, will scald where it drops: his spirit 
is like powder, quick, violent; he’ll blow a man up 
with a jest: I fear him worse than a rotten wall docs 
the cannon; shake an hour after at the report. Away, 
come not near him. 

(Li) 

This speech serves the additional purpose of disclosing a dramatic 
antagonism; and Carlo has the essayist’s terse mannerism of style. But 
his startling ejaculation of images from common life also owes some¬ 
thing to Nashe’s caricatures; while the portrait as a whole is a personi¬ 
fication ofEnvy, traditionally - as in Langland - lean, quivering, and 
murderous. Jonson resorts to traditional allegory again in Cynthia s 
Revels (1600), where, in the concluding mask, ‘each of these Vices, 
being to appear before Cynthia [Elizabeth], would seem other than 
indeed they are; and therefore assumes the most neighbouring Vir¬ 
tues as their masking habit’. The conventions of courtly revels, with 
their fine-spun myths of gallantry such as Lyly’s Endymion (1588), are 
thus inverted by means of a device familiar from the Moralities. The 
latter represent for Jonson the permanent groundwork of Nature be¬ 
neath the flimsy if glittering surficc of civility. 

Though their plots are often taken from Latin or Italian sources, the 
construction of humour plays follows the same traditions. Jonson was 
eager to reform dramatic technique, and to move part way at least 
towards the classical position of Sidney by cutting out dmlcss clown¬ 
ing and the rambling construction of popular romance and farce. His 
great technical achievement was to unify a handful of separate actions, 
each exhibiting a distinct humour, so that they close together on a com¬ 
mon catastrophe in the breathless ascending spirals of Volpone (1606) 
and The Alchemist (1610). In this sense, he is both neo-classical and 
realistic. The business of comedy, he says, is to ‘shew an image of the 
times’, an image of London. But, he adds, it is also to ‘sport’ with 
human follies {Every Man In His Humour, prologue to revised version, 
c. 1605); and photograpliic realism is foreign to liis conception. His 
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greatness lies in the way he uses the possibilities of his own theatre. 
His scenc-construaion, for example, continues to reflect the popular 
desire for pageantry and multiple actions - as he indicates in Every 
Man Out Of His Humour (n. i) when his spokesman explains why the 
fools have been brought on the stage in groups and not successively: 

... is it not an object of more state, to l^chold the scene full, 
and relieved with variety of speakers to the end, than to see a 
vast empty stage, and the actors come in one by one, as if they 
were dropt down with a feather into the eye of the spectators? 

Equally, his plots are so contrived that the realism of single episodes 
is adjusted to the developing of a rhetorical climax. It is not liis pur¬ 
pose to administer moral correction to the humorists right away, ex¬ 
plains the same spokesman; but it is not liis purpose, either, simply to 
reflect life as it is: 

Why, therein his art appears most fuU of lustre, and approach- 
cth nearest the life; especially when in the flame and height of 
their humoun, they are laid flat, it fills the eye better, and 
with more contentment. How tedious a sight were it to behold 
a proud exalted tree lopt and cut down by degrees, when it 
might be fell’d in a moment! and to set the axe to it before it 
came to that pride and fulness were as not to have it grow. 

(iv. vi) 

Jonson therefore keeps buffoonery for his chmax, as the most telling 
means, provided it be made relevant, of flattening the humorists. In 
the first version of Every Man In His Humour^ for example, Bobadill 
the counterfeit soldier (‘in a large motley coat') and Mathew the 
counterfeit poet, with the ashes of his verses, are to mourn all day at 
the market cross, ‘and at night both together sing some ballad of re¬ 
pentance very piteously* (v. i); in Every Man Out Of His Humour, 
Carlo Buffone the impudent jester has his mouth sealed with wax 
(v. iv; an incident said to be taken from real hfc); and Crispinus - or 
Marston - in The Poetaster (v. i; i6oi) is compelled to vomit his in¬ 
digestible vocabulary into a basin. 

This latter episode belongs to the complicated and acrimonious 
‘War of the Theatres' (1599-1601), in whichjonson was tilting against 
Marston and Dekker; but symbolic punishments of this kind were 
general in satire - for instance, in Marstons pageant of the ‘Ship of 

82 



THE ELIZABETHAN LITERARY RENAISSANCE 
Fools* at the end of The Fawn (c. 1605). Humour satire remains 
closely attached, then, to the complex tradition of the Fool, as it had 
been modified by Naslic, with its background of farcical revelry and 
pastime. Burlesque and practical joking fill a large place in Chapman’s 
comedies, such as Aii Flumorous Day's Mirth (i597)» Fools 

(K)04), or May Day (c. 1609), with its reminiscence of folk custom; 
and the master-intriguers of the humour jdays, who Jerk the humor¬ 
ists into action like puppets, again recall Nashe’s treatment of the 
Fool, or literary Villanist, as satiric mouthpiece. They are cither 
scholar-wits with a background of academic revelry, like the young 
poet and the eccentric Justice in Every Man In Dis Humour^ or else 
compounds of jest-book rogue and Latin comic servant, likejonson’s 
Brainworm in the same play or Marston’s Cocledemoy in The Dutch 
Courtesan (1603). The vigorous clowning of the humour plays - 
which they share with Shakespeare’s firces - is compatible with 
vigour and agility of thought; but not with the polite restraint that 
governed the classicism of the following century. 

On the other hand, the strictly humanist intention behind them 
should not be underrated. In their many discussions of poetry and the 
ideal poet, they share some of the cla.ssical impulse behind Chapman’s 
translation of the Iliad (T59X) and Daniers Musophilus (1599). From 
his study of Latin satirists, Marston turns immediately to the exalted 
declamations on poetic rapture and poetic fantasy in his early comedies 
and the first of his tragedies (1599-1601). And Jonson is even more 
deliberate in his portraits of the true poet - partly, but not wholly, 
justifications of himself - culminating in The Poetaster, which is set, 
significantly, in Augustan Rome. The poet is vindicated in his pubHc 
role as the teacher of mankind, qualified by inspiration, by learning, 
and by judgement; he is ‘the interpreter and arbiter of nature’, says 
Jonson again, ‘a teacher of tilings divine no less than human, a master 
of manners’ (Volpotw, dedication to the Universities); and it is this, 
his magisterial office, that makes of him a satirist. Moreover, though 
Jonson is less fascinated by the poet’s rapture than either Marston or 
Chapman, his poetic satirist, as a dramatic character, comes from the 
heroic world of Plutarch and Seneca. He has the stamp of tragedy, 
like Shakespeare’s Brutus; a man apart, the complete man of the 
Stoic philosophers, unshaken by poverty or insult, firm as a rock in 
his intellectual composure: 


83 



PART TWO 


Lo, here the man, celestial Delia, 

Who (like a circle bounded in itself) 

Contains as much as man in fulness may. 

Lo, here the man, who not of usual earth, 

But of that nobler and more precious mould 
Which Phoebus’ self doth temper, is composed; 

{Cynthia s Revels, v. iii.) 

Both Jonson and Marston are at pains, therefore, to separate the 
genuine poetic satirist from the presumptuous fakes who surround 
him. Macilente is contrasted with the parasitic bulfoon, Horace with 
the poetaster Crispinus and the hbcrtinc Ovid. There is thus a notable 
shift of attitude from Nashe’s Villany. The poet as hero is distinguished 
from the poet as Fool; and some at least of the links with popular 
tradition are snapped. 

Along this line, then, the tendency of satire about 1600 was to move 
away from popular interests towards tragedy and the plnlosopliicaJ 
problems of humanism. Stoicism, for Jonson, not only marks the 
satirist: it is the public virtue of classical Rome in his tragedies of 
Sejanus (1603) and of Catiline (1611), where the stoical orator Cicero 
is the saviour of die Commonwealth. And the stoical man, again, is 
the protagonist of Cliapman’s tragedies, from Dussy D'Amhois (1604) 
to the Cato of Caesar and Pompey (c. 1613). Yet in two important 
respects at least this development from satire towards tragedy was 
still coloured by popular tradition. The many-sided conception of 
Folly reacts adversely, for example, on some of the more ambitious 
stage satirists, captious representatives of‘civility’ gone sour: Shake¬ 
speare’s Jaq ties, eager, in his ‘humorous sadness’, for the freedom of 
motley, reveals himself a Fool in more senses than he intends (As You 
Like It, II. vii, iv. i; 1599); Jenson’s Macilente is stained with the 
humour of envy; and the austere philosopher in Marston’s What You 
Will (1601) is made futile and ridiculous. And secondly, even in 
tragedy the popular tradition of savage farce was still continuously 
active. A humour, as Nashe had seen, could be sinister as well as 
bogus, diabolic as well as grotesque; in its gross distortion of com¬ 
mon humanity, the tragic and the comic were latent together. The 
plot ofjonson’s Sejanus - the conspiracy and falling-out of two rogues 
in league against society - becomes the ground-plan of his major 
comedies; while Chapman’s tempestuous Bussy D’Ambois follows 
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closely, both in date and manner, on his most elaborate study of a 
humorous fantastic in Monsieur D*Olive (1604). And Jonson and 
Chapman had already been preceded by Sliakcspcare’s Hamlet in ex¬ 
ploring the affinities between the terrible and the absurd. It was deeply 
characteristic of Shakespeare’s public that, despite classical precept to 
the contrary, their tragedy and their comedy should overlap and 
interfuse. 

There are striking differences in this respect between the humour 
satires and the comedies of Shakespeare (which divided his interest 
with histories during his first ten years as a playwright). Shakespeare 
responds to more of life, and responds with more active sympathy. 
He ranges more widely over land and sea; his people seem rounded, 
spontaneous personalities; and the mingling of farce and near-tragic 
romance, tyjhcal of his comic plots from The Comedy oj Errors {1592) 
onwards, is essentially lyrical in effect, not satiric. Nevertheless, 
Shakespeare shares some of the main interests of the satirists. His 
comedies arc preoccupied with defining and celebrating genuine 
‘civility’, tangled in the web of pretension and injustice; and for 
Shakespeare, most of all, the problem is illuminated by the un- 
confinable light of Folly, flickering from dry mockery to the mysteri¬ 
ous depths of the imagination. 

Revels and pastime arc prominent in Shakespeare’s comedies, as 
important links between the stage and the expression of ‘civility’ in 
actual life. Love's Labour's Lost, for example, is the comedy in which 
he first showed his scope (1595)^'*; and here the main action - the 
wooing of the Princess of France ;uul her three ladies by the King of 
Navarre and his three lords - is adapted consistently to the pattern of 
the mask in which it culminates: 

For revels, dances, masks and merry hours. 

Forerun fair Love, strewing her w'ay with flowers. 

(rv. iii.) 

The mask (v. ii) is followed by a comic variant, the village school¬ 
master’s pageant of the Nine Worthies, which unites the main and 
sub-plots togctlier. Thus the scheme of the play forms a courtly 
entertainment; while its verbal arabesque of wit, its rhyming and son¬ 
nets, and the dance-like patterning of its dialogue suggest the in¬ 
fluence of courtly writers like Lyly. But beneath this Ues another, 
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more complex pattern, where Shakespeare anticipates Cynthia s 
Revels, and may in turn have been indebted to Summer's Last Will and 
to Nashe - a versatile topical burlesque on punctilio atui pedantry, on 
the liigh ambitions of scholarship and the ceremonial ol courtly love: 

Folly in fools bears not so strong a note 
As foolery in the wise, when wit doth dote. 

(V. ii.) 

The ladies and the ‘villanist* Lord Biron are the chief agents of this 
satire, which counterbalances the mask with references to seasonal 
country pastimes. When, for example, the lords make their rash vow 
- soon to be broken - to pursue fame through three years of academic 
seclusion from women, Biron reminds the others darkly that ‘The 
spring is near, when green geese* are a-breeding’ (i. i. 97): the scene 
where their common lapse is involuntarily disclosed is ‘All hid, all hid; 
an old infant play’ (iv. iii): and their confident plan of wooing under 
the disguise of their mask is ‘dashed’ ‘like a Christmas comedy’ (v. ii). 
These references are extended in broader imagery of the seasons, 
representing the fitness of things, as in Summer's Last IVill: 

At C'hristinas I no more desire a rose 

Than wish a snow in May’s new-fmgled shows; 

But like of each thing that in season grows; 

(I. i.) 

And similarly the play ends with a song of debate between winter and 
spring. This contrast of the seasons has already been deepened in a 
scries of moral and emotional contrasts, which lead to the hwe- 
service imposed on the crestfallen wits (v. ii) - to ‘jest a twelvemonth 
in an hospital’ before they can be accepted. 

The wits arc made Fools, for justice always whirls in equal 
measure’ (rv. iii). When love forces Biron to drop his sophisticated 
jesting, in addition to his unwilling vow of austeritv, he renounces 
tlic ‘spruce’ garb of the courtier - ‘Taffeta phrases, silken terms pre~ 
cisc, Threc-pil’d hyperboles’ ~ in favour of ‘russet yeas and honest 
kersey nocs’, the costume of Tarlton and country clowns (v. ii). And 
the most pregnant comment on the play’s humours is given to the 
clown Costard (who recalls the Fools of country jigs in his rivalry' in 

* Green {>ecse: alluding (i) to rash inexperience, (2) to ‘light wenches’, and 
(3) to Green Goose Fair, a Wliitsun festivity. 
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love with Don Armado, the ‘refined traveller of Spain*). When 
Natlianicl the curate stumbles in his part during the pageant of the 
Nine Wortliies, as the wits had stumbled in their mask, Costard steps 
forward with kindly village shrewdness: 

There, an’t shall please you: a foolish mild man; an honest 
man, look you, and soon dashed! Me is a marvellous neigh¬ 
bour, in sooth, and a very good bowler; but, for Alisandcr, - 
alas! you see how ’tis, - a little o’erparted. 

(v. ii) 

This image of the actor ‘o’erparted’ in his mighty role remained pro¬ 
foundly suggestive for Shakespeare, not only in the comedy of Bot¬ 
tom that fallowed, but in the tragic portrayal, at his full maturity, of 
Lear and Macbeth. 

Although Shakespeare’s characters are more sharply individualized 
after Loves LahourL Lost, he continues to dwell upon the symbolism 
of revelry and of Folly. I he varied comic themes of .d Midsummer 
Ni{^hds Dremn (possibly first prepared as a wedding-mask, 1595-6) arc 
unified by Theseus when he expounds the nature of poetic fantasy: 

The lunatic, the lover, and the poet 
Arc of imagination all compact. ... 

(v.i) 

Hence Titania’s infituation with Bottom is no digression, but the 
symbolic centre of the comedy. Again,the folly of Dogberry in Much 
Ado (159H) unconsciously exposes the deceptions and self-deceptions 
of the serious actors, who are conducted through scenes of masquerade 
and ‘infant play’ after the fashion of Love*s Labour's Lost. Almost the 
whole range of Folly as coimterpart to ‘civility’ appears in As You Like 
It (1599), with jaques. Touchstone, Corin, and the pastoral lovers. 
And in 7 'weJfth Niiilit (1601), hist and finest of the romantic comedies, 
symbol and reality are combined. ‘Would you have a love-song, or a 
song of good life?’; the main theme, ofv.iried attitudes towards love, 
is profoundly cc'iloured by the secondary theme of revelry as the 
direct subject of moral conflict. Feste the clown touches the comedy 
at every point, even in its melancholy. In Romeo and Juliet (1595) 
comedy and love-story had been kept distinct; in Tweljth Ni^yfit they 
arc intermingled. 

Moreover, the figures in Shakespeare’s comedies who seem most 
inspired with a life of their own arc still closely attached to stage con- 
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veiitions. His vivacious heroines arc attuiiecl to the custom of acting 
women’s parts by boys. And the most living and complex of his 
men’s parts in comedy arc still shaped by the multiform tradition of 
Vice, [ester and Fool - Biron, Benedick, Jacjucs, for example; 
Pctrucliio in The Tamiuii oj the Shrew (1594) at one end of tl)c scale; 
Shylock (1597)* despite his almost tragic intensity, at tlic other. In the 
imK|uc Falstah (1597-H), long the most popular of Shakespeare’s 
characters, there are two conHicting sides of the symbolism of Folly; 
he is at once the satirical Villanist and ‘that trunk of humours, ... that 
reverend vice, tliat gray iniquity’ from the Morality plays. And con¬ 
versely, Feste, gay and mekmchv.>Iy, is the most completely huinan- 
ized of Elizabethan clowns. 

7 lic stage tradition of Folly is essential even to Hatiilet (1601), 
where Shakespeare seems to reveal himself more deeply and more 
urgently than in anything he had written before. Hamlet’s ‘madness’ 
may have come from Bellcforcst (Histoires Trainques, 1570), or the 
lost Hamlet tragedy by Kyd (c. 15S9). But it neither resembles the 
craftily feigned madness of Bclleforest’s Hamlet nor the frenzy lead¬ 
ing to vengeance of Kyd’s Hicronymo in The Spanish 'Tragedy, to 
which Shakespeare was indebted for the machinery of his plot. Its 
importiuicc is chiefly psychological; in dramatic form, it comes from 
the conventions of satire. The world of the play is a corrupted world 
of Renaissance civility; and Hamlet, the stage figure, is as nuicii a 
humanist who has turned to satire as an avenging son frustrated by 
melancholia. His friendship with Horatio shows his leaning towards 
the stoicism of the day; and the mood and topic of his formal speeches 
arc tho.se of contemporary satirists (of Marston, for example), from 
the invective against woman’s frailty in his first soliloquy to his bait¬ 
ing of Osric’s humour at the end. His disgust with the world is im^re 
savage, but no more effective, than Jaques’; and when his meeting 
with the Ghost betrays his terrible inadequacy, he too can only deter¬ 
mine to ‘put an antic disposition on’. In his dealings with the court 
he becomes very largely the Fool of popular tradition, with liis 
snatches of ballad and proverb, his dark riddling wisdom, his mockery 
and irresponsibility, his sudden violent mischief But while Folly in 
the comedies shows civility and practical reason inverted, in Hamlet 
they are agonizingly broken into fragments. The supreme ‘antic’ is 
Death itself (iv. iii, v. i), the skull ofYorick thejester in the graveyard 
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scene. One by one, in the tradition of the Dance of Death, Hamlet re¬ 
duces the murderer, the politician, the courtier, the land-purchasing 
lawyer, the court lady, even Alexander himself, to the same ignoble 
ending as the clown: 

... Now get you to my lady’s chamber, and tell her, let her 
paint an incli thick, to tliis favour she must come; make her 
laugli at that. 

rhis IS the final biting mockery of traditional satire against the dis¬ 
guises of civility. And, whiJe it is tragically poignant as well as gro¬ 
tesque, the pathos is related chiefly to the memory ofYorick the jester, 
of whom Hamlet has been speaking with unusual tenderness iuid 
aflection. 

In Hdnilcty however, the conventions of the theatre arc turned to a 
new asc. Shakespeare now dwells on contrasts in the midst of like¬ 
ness, strangeness m iamiliarity, using tlie external roles and symbols 
of the theatre to suggest the inner lilc of his people in their unicpieness 
and complexity. Thus Hamlet, in his first dialogue, stresses the diifer- 
enccs between his inward sorrow and other ‘customary suits’ and 
‘shows of grid’, such as the black cloak he is wearing (i. ii). His con¬ 
tact with the Player, again (ii. ii), serves to silhouette his own painful 
inability to command his feelings to customary purpose and to 
‘drown the stage with tears’; and when for a moment, by Opheha’s 
grave (v. i), he does attain the towering rant of the avenging hero ~ 
‘Tliis is I, / Hamlet the Dane’ - then the effect is, designedly, a tragied 
discord. The theme of Folly, in particular, is thus adapted to new 
ends. One ofMarston’s heroes, situated like Hamlet, envies the Fool in 
conventional terms for his ‘patent of immunities, ... not capable of 
passion’ (Atifotiws Rcvnij^c, iv. i; 1599). Hamlet, on the contrary, is 
anything but impassive; his fooling only stresses his isolation; luid the 
effect is largely as Ophelia perceives it (in. i), ‘Like sweet bells, 
jangled out of tune, and harsh’. There is a profoundly suggestive 
disparity, or dualism, between the man and his mask. So, too, with 
the madness of Ophelia herself (iv. v); her stage business with the 
flowers and the indecorum of her songs convey by contrast the heart¬ 
break that has driven a girl of courtly breeding back to her memories 
of childhood and the naive grossness she has learned from her 
country-bred maids. And yet die conventional values in her part are 
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retained at the same time. The disorder in her songs symbolizes the 
disorder in her world; their impersonal simplicity, on the other 
hand, makes a poignant contrast with tlie oppressive atmosphere of 
the Danish court. 

Hamlet, then, marks a turning-point in the drama. It gives a new 
intensity to the traditions of melodrama and satire, relates them more 
intimately to the problems of the humanist, anti keeps the stage cus¬ 
tom of animated courtly revelling as an ironic background for 
tragedy. Above all, it reaches a new dimension in the art of the 
theatre, in its exploration of personal consciousness. It shows a con¬ 
sciousness strained to breaking; but there is still the sense of normality 
in life, and continuity, that Shakespeare could express on the stage 
in terms of popular tradition. 

Rhetoric and Poetry 

Elizabethan poetry is neither ‘classical* nor ‘romantic*. It lacks the 
restraint and economy, the mental repose of the finest classical art; 
but equally, it joins ‘labour and learning* to ‘enthusiasm’ - in Spenser’s 
terms - in a manner that divides it from the Romantics. Following the 
main tradition of antiquity and the Middle Ages, it is addressed to 
Reason as a universal moral guide. It is composed on the assumption, 
barely questioned until the nineteenth century, that the function of 
poetry is to teach by delighting - to ‘interpret nature’ and to influence 
men’s actions. Poetry, says Puttenham, is ‘more eloquent and rhe¬ 
torical’ than prose because, with its music and imagery, it ‘sooner 
invcigleth the judgment of man’; and for Jonson, writing in his pri¬ 
vate commonplace-book, it is ‘a dulcet, and gentle Philosophy, which 
leads on, and guides us by the hand to Action, with a ravisliijig de¬ 
light, and incredible Sweetness’ (Discoveries, c. 1620-35). Such a con¬ 
ception gives high place to the senses and the emotions; but an 
equal one, at least, to the training in formal logic which the poet and 
his readers sliarcd throughout their education. The Elizabethan poet 
is continually reasoning, persuading, demonstrating analogies and 
logical connexions; even his imagery and his rhythm are marshalled 
into argument. He is ‘the nearest borderer upon the Orator*; and ‘the 
duty and office of Rhetoric*, according, for example, to Bacon, ‘is to 
apply Reason to Imagination for the better moving of the will’ [The 
Advancement of Learning, 1605). Rlictoric was one of the few branches 
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of contemporary learning that the great ChanccUor found not 
deficient. 

This attitude to literature, part classical, part medieval, was shaped 
by the principles of ‘decorum*. Decorum meant consistency and 
fimess of style, every detail in a composition being suited to its pur¬ 
pose, occasion, audience, its material, characters, and formal con¬ 
ventions. It might also carry with it the Neoplatonic taste for sym¬ 
metrical ‘proportion’ transmitted from the Italy of Raphael by such 
books as Castiglionc’s Courtier. But in general, ‘secmlincss* of struc¬ 
ture and language had a far wider bearing. Puttenham, for example, 
would trace it to the ‘just correspondency’ implanted by Nature be¬ 
tween the human mind and appetites and the sensible world {Art, 
III. xxiii); while Hoskins makes even plainer the ideal relationship be¬ 
tween Nature and the arts of speech [Dircctiom for... Style, 1599): 

The order of God’s creatures in them.scivcs is not only admir¬ 
able and glorious, but eloquent ; then he that could apprehend 
the consequence of things, in their truth, and utter liis appre¬ 
hensions as truly, were a right orator. 

To observe decorum, then, was to follow Nature; while the very' act 
of doing so ‘artificially’ demonstrated the rational nature of man. It 
might be hazardous to press the latter argument too boldly, as 
Polixcncs finds in The IVititcTs Tale {tv. iv); nevertheless, confidence 
in the root attachment between Art and Nature was vital to the 
Renaissance poet. 

Rhetoric not only governs the larger and graver kinds of Eliza¬ 
bethan poetry, such as philosophical poems, or heroic narratives, or 
satires; it also governs pastoral (which becomes a variant of allegory), 
familiar verse letters, and even elegies and lyrics. Donne was by no 
means the only poet to philosophize in love. Where a modem reader, 
accustomed to romanticism, might expect to find the appearance of 
spontaneous feeling alone, he fmds instead some of the favoured de¬ 
vices that were grouped together under the heading of Amplification 
- making the nu'ist of one’s theme - the best means, accortling to 
Wilson’s Art of Rhetoric, for ‘apt moving of affections’. Amplitication 
includes ‘vchemency of words’, ‘heaping of words and sentences 
[y?roi'cr/).s, aphorisws] together’, hyperbole, antithesis, and a number of 
other figurcsd* Its prominence in theory and practice is significant of 
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the temper of Elizabethan verse, always concerned with ‘raising the 
mind', as Campian puts it (1602), ‘to a more I'l’gh and lofty conceit. 
But this must be done ‘aptly', by the aid ol ic^isoning, not by mere 
agitation or intensity of feeling. Imager)' should be public, not intro¬ 
spective. The logic of the matter is described again by Hoskins, when 
he explains that ‘to amplify and illustrate are two the chiefest orna¬ 
ments of chK]uciice’. These ornaments are function;il; they ‘gain of 
men’s minds two the cliiefcst advantages, admiration [astotiishmnu] 
and belief’: 

For how can you commend a thing more acceptably to our 
attention than by telling us it is extraordinary and by showing 
us it is evident? There is no looking at a comet if it be cither 
little or obscure, and we love and look on the sun above all 
stars for these two excellencies, his greatness, his clearness: 
such in speech is amplification and illustration. ... 

To require a rational structure for emotions seems almost as foreign 
to modern habits of thought as to link the evident with the extra¬ 
ordinary; yet this rhetorical approach led to many of the splendours 
of Elizabethrin poetry, if also to its many excesses. 

Sidney's Astrophel and Stella (written c. 1580) was hailed as the 
mirror of passionate melancholy (Nashc, Preface, 1591), and its publi¬ 
cation released a flood of Petrarchan sonnet sequences. It runs through 
the whole gamut of the self-dramatizing lover, with liis ecstasies of 
hope and despnir, of reproach and entreaty, of ‘living deaths, dear 
wounds, fair storms, and freezing fires’; and Sidney's drama, like 
Petrarch’s, is intensified by the conflict between earthly love and the 
poet's religion. But, again as in Petrarch, personal feeling leads di¬ 
rectly to the humanist problem of Art and eloquence. Sidney may 
reject the surface tricks of rhetoric for the heartfelt ‘forciblencss* of 
passion; 

... in Stella’s face I read 
Wliat Love and Beauty be, then all niy deed 
But copying is, what in her Nature writes. 

(Sotwet III: ‘Let dainty wits cry 
on the Sisters nine’,) 

But this chiefly means that Stella is the Platonic Idea of goodness, 
which all true Art is bound to reflect; while, even on a lower plane, 
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mere verbal trickery is insufficiently persuasive. His own outcries to 
Stella arc models of Amplification. For example, Sofincf LXJK, op¬ 
posing love to active wisdom, is an argument in a debate; and Hos¬ 
kins, who took most of his quotations from Sidney’s Arcadia, could 
have used the octet for Amplification by means of‘division’, and the 
sestet for amplifying both by ‘progression’ and by comparison of con¬ 
traries, ‘the most flourishing way of comparison: 

No more, my dear, no more these counsels try; 

O give my passions leave to run their race; 

Let Fortune lay on me her worst disgrace; 

Let folk o’ercharged with brain against me cry; 

Let clouds bedim my face, break in mine eye; 

Let me no steps but of lost labour trace; 

Let all the earth with scc>rn recount my case - 
But do not will me from my love to fly. 

I do not envy Aristotle’s wit, 

Nor do aspire to Caesar’s bleeding fame, 

Nor aught do care though some above me sit, 

Nor hope nor wish another course to frame, 

But that which once may win thy cruel heart: 

7 ’hou art my wit and thou my virtue art. 

Far from clogging it, the forensic turn of the sonnet, adroitly be¬ 
littling the opposing case, gives it urgency and a delightful poise. 
And Sidney’s language is strictly in decorum, with its clearness and 
energy, and its compact ‘illustrations’ of leaniing .and government. 

In rhythmical movement, too, Sidney’s poetry is typical of the age. 
Rhyme and metre are made conspicuously regular, partly in reaction 
against the clumsiness of the preceding decades, but chiefly for the 
sake of emphasis. Elizabethan experiments with sonnets and stanza 
forms were designed to produce flowing rhetorical units, varied in 
course and length according to the argument, but leading (as with 
Sidney’s eighth and last lines in his sonnet) to what Daniel calls ‘the 
.apt planting the sentence where it may best stand to hit’ .and ‘the 
certain close of delight with the full body of a just period well carried’. 
I^aniel’s Defence of Riiyfnc (c. 1603) makes general decorum the 
criterion of versification; ‘is it not more pleasing to Nature’, he .asks, 
‘... to have these closes, rather th.an not know where to end, or how 
far to go, especially seeing our passions arc often without measure?* 
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To impose a form on measureless passions was almost a moral duty 
for Sidney’s generation. Astropbcl and Stella exalts passion, but only 
by demonstrating its agreement with civility - ‘Thou art my wit ajid 
thou my virtue art’. So, too, the first books ot liis Arcadia confirm that 
love leads to active virtue; while his critical Apohqy does the like for 
literature. Admittedly, he contends, the secular poet may flatter the 
senses, making ‘the too much loved earth more lovely’; but even in 
tliis he affords an ethical demonstration: 

with no small argument to the incredulous of that first ac¬ 
cursed fall of Adam, since our erected wit maketh us know 
what perfection is, and yet our infected will keepeth us from 
reaching unto it. 

This Ncoplatcmic line of thought promises release from emotional 
conflicts to Skhiey, as also to die far deeper and more impressionable 
genius of Spenser; and it reconciles the myths of paganism to Cal¬ 
vinist orthodoxy. It both rarefies the poet’s senses and holds him 
coolly, with all his cxaJtedness, in the sphere of courtly wit. Sidney’s 
famous sonnet to the moon, for instance(XXXI), couples that mourn¬ 
ful luminary with hiitLSclf by a sudden spring of dialectic, not by 
sensuous reverie. And in The Ni^luitK^alcy again, he listens more to 
the stately cadence of liis hues than to die ‘anguish* of the bird, ‘a 
thorn her song-book making*. The nightingale is an emblem of 
Nature, sorrow and music; and poor Philomel, bewailing her rape, 
receives a cool scholastic consolation, ‘Since wanting is more woe 
dian too much having*. ‘Thine earth now springs, mine fadeth’; the 
situation thus serves to amphfy the poet’s ‘craving’, while at the same 
time it rc-embodies liis behef in order. Silhouetted against Nature, 
his darkness strengthens the surrounding light. There remains the 
genuine, irreducible disturbance of passion; indeed, the whole taste 
of his rime for Amplification is a sign of unrest. But for Sidney, as for 
Puttcnliam, ‘it is a piece of joy to be able to lament with ease’, ‘to 
play the Physician* in verse, causing ‘one dolour to expel another*. 

There is abundant sensuousness in Ehzabethan verse, especially in 
mythological fantasies, such as Hero and Leandcr and Venus and 
Adonis; it came, as Sidney acknowledged, from one of the strongest 
impulses of the Renaissance. Yet Elizabethan descriptions are not ex¬ 
clusively luscious, or ornate, or fanciful. Tliey have the positive 
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quality of rhetoric, a firm intellcctua] structure modulating the 
imagery and the rhythm. A representative example of this kind of 
writing is the description of nightfall in the poem that Keats admired, 
Drayton’s Etidimon and Phoebe (1595). Phoebe (or Cynthia) has re¬ 
turned to the heavens, having wooed the shepherd Endimion, seem¬ 
ingly in vain, under the disguise of a nymph; while Endimion, now 
alone on Mount Latmus, has begun to find himself in love. This des¬ 
cription (1. 327 ff.) prepares for the moment when iiis longing be¬ 
comes intense: 

Now black-brow’d Night placed in her chair ofjet. 

Sat wrapt in clouds within her Cabinet, 

And w'itli her dusky mantle over-spread 
The path the Sunny Palfreys us’d to tread; 

And Cynthia sitting in her Crystal chair, 

In all her pomp now rid* along her Sphere, 

The honeyed dew descended in soft showers, 

Drizzled in Pearl upon the tender flowers ; 

And Zephyr husht, and wdth a whispering gale, 

Seemed to hearken to the Nightingale, 

Which in the thorny brakes with her sweet song, 

Unto the silent Night bewrayed her wrong. 

If the scene here is by no means humbly accurate, neither is it 
officiously ornamental. The gentle transition of contrasts, from dusk 
to ‘pomp’, from the lavish sweetness of the couplet about the dew to 
the solemn introduction of the song of the nightingale, leads skilfully 
from Nature to the emotional changes about to follow in Endimion. 
Moreover, the images of Night’s Cabinet and the moon contribute 
to Drayton’s Neoplatonic allegory of the soul’s awakening through 
love to knowledge and wisdom; so, too, with his dchberate appeal to 
the senses. As Drayton saw, this aspect of Iiis myth became too 
cumbersome for him; on the other hand, mythological description 
of scenery was wholly congenial - it is the normal method, for ex¬ 
ample, of his vast Poly-Olhion {1612-22), where he surveys the topo¬ 
graphy and antiquities of England county by county. It was wholly 
to the taste of the age. Nature mythologized was endowed with a 
meaning and purpose; and descriptions were encrusted, as here, with 


* rid: rode (an archaism in the manner of Spenser). 
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urban images of jewels and pageantry, symbolizing the agreement of 
Nature with a courtly, civilized order. 

Like Shakespeare, a year his junior, Drayton came of Warwicksliirc 
yeoman stock (1563-1631); he was thoroughly representative. He re¬ 
lates in a verse letter Of Poets (1627) how in boyhood he was fired by 
tlie new poetic ambition of the time; and this ambition he fulfilled in 
every kind of poem, from love-song to topography - in chronicles 
and biblical verse, in drama, journalism, satire; and especially in 
Spenserian pastoral, from his first imitations (1593) to tlic graceful 
burlesque of fairy-tale in Nymphidia (1627), and liis last work, The 
Muses* Eliziutn (1630) - an idyll of Art in the midst of Nature. He 
broke new ground in his Heroica! Epistles (1597-9), love-letters in¬ 
spired by English liistory and by Ovid, which had something of die 
appeal for their day that romantic novels were to gain in the age of 
Scott; he brought dignity and vigour to a declining popular strain in 
his Ballad of A^^incourt (1606-19); and his somicts to Idea (1593-1619) 
unite convention and self-revelation with much more than usual 
independence. A man of many hterary friendships, he praised as 
freely and judiciously as he borrowed; and he revised assiduously. 
His Odes, the most lasting of his innovations (1606-19), proclaim diat 
poetry can exalt every chmc, every verse form, and every kind of 
subject; and though this faith in his vocation (upheld against dis¬ 
appointments), was hardly the stuff of original genius, die verse it 
produced was continually masculine and delightful. 

The basis of Drayton’s confidence was die common basis of human¬ 
ist learning, scientific as well as literary; belief in die rationality of 
Nature, its just correspondency’ with the ordering and inquiring 
mind. And much of the best verse shaping the transition from the age 
of Spenser to that of Milton is directly concerned with this assump¬ 
tion, and strongly coloured by philosophical interests. Moral philo¬ 
sophy is the theme, for example, of the later verse of Daniel (c. 
1563-1619), Sidney’s direct successor in poetic style and outlook; and 
of Sidney’s friend, the statesman Fulke Grcville (1554-1623), Calvin¬ 
ist and questioning stoic. Chapman (c. 1559-1634) typifies the Renais¬ 
sance ill his pliilosophical ardour and gravity, his massy and intricate 
workmanship; while the reflective verse of Jonson (1572-1637), 
elegant as well as weighty, remoulds Elizabethan rhetoric into the 
neatness and economy of the seventeenth century. This change of 
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Style had also been anticipated in the impassioned lucidity and the 
sharp logic of Ralegh (c. 1552-1618) and the lawyer and courtly wit, 
Sir John Davies (1569-1626). In Orchestra (1596), Davies is wholly 
Elizabethan, celebrating court revels as symbols of the harmony of 
the universe; but there are many signs of transition in Nosce Teipsum 
[Know Thyself] (1599), where he contends for the immortality of the 
soul against the sceptics and epicureans who would fuse it with the 
body. Its doctrine and arrangement are more than half scholastic; it 
already belongs to the seventeenth century, on the other hand, in its 
intimate, dispassionate tone. Davies’ tone, his contained emotional 
fire, and his close, energetic reasoning, leaping from outer world to 
inner, prefigure the ‘metaphysical’ wit of the next generation. And 
Donne (1572-1631), first and greatest of metaphysical poets, belongs 
to the same phase of poetic development. Me makes the Elizabethan 
lyric more dialectical and more intimate; and he shares die poetic 
interests of both Chapman and Davies. 

But this group of philosophical poems, wliile continuing the 
rhetorical tradition of humanism, also marks a growing mood of im- 
certainty and unrest. Nosce Teipsum^ for example, questions the value 
of science and learning: 

We seek to know the moving of each sphere, 

And the strange cause of the ebbs and floods of Nile; 

But of that clock within our breasts we bear 
The subtle morions we forget the while. 

We that acquaint ourselves with every zone 
And pass botii tropics, and behold the poles, 

When we come home, are to ourselves unkjiown. 

And unacquainted still with our own souls. 

Affliction has taught liim, Davies says, diat die soul ‘hath power to 
know all things, Yet is she blind and ignorant in all’; supreme in the 
scale of Nature, Man is yet constantly ‘mockt* tlirough liis senses. It 
is interesting to contrast tliis attitude with die detaclmient of Pope in 
a similar context {Essay on Man, n. 1-18; 1732); the Augustan is much 
more habituated to die process of doubt. For Pope, the restless, 
heaven-scanning ambition of human reason is die sign of absurdity; 
for die Elizabethan, on the contrary, the guarantee of greatness. To 
look for a wholly intelligible universe and not to End it is thus a 
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source of bitter tension for him. In this recoil from the high expecta¬ 
tions of carher humanism, Davies* poem is related to the movement 
of satire in the 1590s and the widespread intellectual interest in the 
subject of melancholy^*; and it is significant that it appeared at the 
same moment as Musophilus, Every Man Out Of His Humour, and As 
You Like It. The resemblance is still closer, moreover, between Davies* 
summary view of Man as ‘a proud, and yet a wretched thing’ and the 
disenchanted humanism of Hamlet. The tension in late Renaissance 
poetry, the sense of contradictions within the order of Nature, issues 
at full in tlie great tragedies of the next decade, 

Jacobean Tragedy 

The main achievement of Elizabeth’s age in poetry was to fmd a 
style of measured grandiloquence that answered to tire Renaissance 
ideals of civihty and the active hfe. The rhetoric of the Jacobeans is 
more accomplished, more supple and condensed, with ‘words per¬ 
petually juxtaposed in new and sudden combinations’; in Eliot’s 
pregnant phrase, ‘the intellect was immediately at the tips of die 
senses’.** There is unbroken development from the 1590s, and the 
world of the Renaissance is depicted more intimately and more com¬ 
pletely. But die temper of the years after 1600 is also more critical, 
searching, and analytic. The crowded subdety of the Jacobeans de¬ 
notes a quicker sense of die ambiguities of humanism, its uncertainties 
and contradictions. In seeing their civiUzation as a whole, they grow 
deeply aware of its disharmonies and its impermanence. 

The crisis of the early seventeenth century was a far-reaching con¬ 
flict of values - between the religious traditions of the Middle Ages 
and the secular bias of the Renaissance, between values relating to die 
social order and values centred on the individual.*’ It came to a head, 
largely through economic causes, about the turn of the century; the 
social system of die Tudor aristocracy, poised between local patron¬ 
age and ‘greamess’ at Court, was undermined by the spreading in¬ 
fluence of capitalism and distorted by rising expenses. The aimless and 
fatal revolt of the Earl of Essex in 1601 not only signified the end of 
a generation, it was an extreme symptom of a deep-seated malaise. 
As land followed money to the businessman, the lawyer, or the specu¬ 
lator, ‘greatness’ decomposed in a scramble for wealth and privilege. 
But while grandees at Court chased after patents of monopoly or 
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City heiresses, or squandered estates in competitive display, there 
was acute distress for their dependants - ‘gentlemen spent in their for¬ 
tunes ... and fit for all alterations’ like the Gunpowder Plotters of 
1605 - and for workmen and tenants like the ‘Levellers’ of the Mid¬ 
lands who rioted against enclosures in 1607 (the year of Coriolanus)^ 
protesting against ‘tyrants’ who would ‘grind our flesh upon the 
whetstone of poverty’. A general corruption of social values seemed 
to have set in, a universal egotism confirming the dark legend of 
Machiavelli. ‘We are much beholden to Machiavel and others’, 
Bacon remarks dryly, ‘that write what men do and not what they 
ought to do’ (1605); and for Ralegh, contemplating The History of the 
World from the sombre vantage-point of the Tower (1614), it is axio¬ 
matic that ‘riches and glory’, ‘Machiavel’s two marks to shoot at’, arc 
the universal aims. ‘To hold die times we have, we hold all things 
lawful. ... The heavens arc high, far off, and unsearchable.’ Futile, 
then, to upbraid the blindness of Fortune; ‘one, whose virtue and 
courage forbiddeth him to be a dissembler, shall evermore hang on 
the wheel’. Amid the guesswork of the Sciences - ‘There is a confused 
controversy about die very essence of nature’ - Nature seemed re¬ 
duced to ‘second causes’ (mundane as opposed to divine); while the 
image of the Renaissance hero, resolute, magnanimous, and self- 
sufficient, dissolved into mirage or monster. 

The dramarists responded with intensified satire. While the wave 
of chronicles and romances subsided, the players (as was noted in 
1605) ‘do not forbear to represent upon their stage the whole course 
of die present time, not sparing either King, state, or religion, in so 
great absurdity, and with such liberty, that any would be afraid to 
hear them’.^® Jonson’s Volpone, for example (1606), is the concen¬ 
trated essence of financial speculation, a legacy-hunter preying upon 
his kind. He is introduced with his servant in a style of ironic amplifi¬ 
cation surpassing Marlowe’s Jcu' of Malta: 

VOLPONE. ...Yet I glory 

More in the cunning purchase of my wealth 
Than in the glad possession, since I gain 
No common way; I use no trade, no venture; 

I wound no earth with plough-shares, fat no beasts 
To feed the shambles; have no mills for iron, 

Oil, corn, or men, to grind them into powder; 
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I blow no subtle glass, expose no ships 
To thrcat’nings of the furrow-faced sea; 

I turn no moneys in the public bank. 

No usiire private. 

MOSCA. No, sir, nor devour 

Soft prodigals. You shall have some will swallow 
A melting heir as glibly as your Dutch 
Will pills of butter, and ne’er purge for it; ... 

You loathe the widow’s or the orphan’s tears 
Should wash your pavements, or their piteous cries 
Ring in your roofs, and beat the air for vengeance. ... 

Language evoking Venice and ancient Rome is subtly and then sharply 
modified into an image of contemporary London - where, with 
audacious topicality, Jonson later sets The Alchemist (i 6 io) and The 
Devil is an Ass (i6i6). Volpone arul his successors incarnate a whole 
world whose ‘soul’ is ‘riches', a whole society animated by greed and 
credulous ‘self-love’, from Abel Drugger, the humble tobacconist, 
to the gigantic Sir Epicure Mammon, or ‘the great projector*, 
Mecrcraft, with cormexions in Court and City. So, too, there is con¬ 
tinual satire on greed and hypocrisy (though much less profound), in 
Middleton’s hvely but cynical comedies of intrigue, which fix upon 
London and the battle of wits between tradesmen and gentry: 
‘They’re busy ’bout our wives, we ’bout their lands* (e.g. Michaelmas 
Term, A Trick to Catch the Old One, A Chaste Maid in Cheapside; 
c. 1602-13). The satirists attack sexual relations, as well as social, with 
ridicule or disgust; their picture is that of Shakespeare’s Ulysses 
{Troilus, I. hi; 1601), where ‘degree is suffocate’ — 

And appetite, an universal wolf. 

So dcnibly seconded with will and power, 

Must make perforce an universal prey 
And last cat up himself.... 

Measure for Measure and its predecessor, All\s Well, belong to the same 
period {1603-4), with their unromantic analysis of sex and degree. 

The highest expression of this crisis in humanism is the sequence of 
Shakespeare’s great tragedies, from Hamlet to Timoa (i601-8). Here 
the positive values of the Renaissance - in self-awareness, freedom of 
mind and body, the dignity of active living in an ordered civilization 
- arc seized in vivid detail and far-ranging perspective. And tlieir 
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prelude, Caesar (1599), is the first mature tribute to Rome on the 

Renaissance stage, the first convincing version ofPlutarch’sLim (‘our 
breviary’, as Montaigne had called theni)J® But the starting-point of 
the tragedies, their source of development, is Shakespeare’s many- 
sided perception of conflict within humanism, Tliis is already ap¬ 
parent in Julius Caesaty with the cleavage between society and indi¬ 
vidual greatness; it deepens in Hamlet^ in the prince’s weariness with 
life to the pitch of physical revulsion; it fills the vast canvas ofAtUony 
and Cleopatra (1606) with tension between senses and will. And the 
contemporary aspects of this conflict are prominent in such figures as 
the bastard Edmund in Lear (1605), self-dedicated to a Nature of brute 
instinct and mechanical force; ‘Let me, if not by birth, have lands by 
wit’ (i. ii). At this point, however, tragedy converges with the satire 
of humours, so that the popular heritage of the 1590s affects tragedy 
more deeply, if less directly, than before. Edmund, and D’Amvillc 
in Tourneur’s Atheist's Tragedy (c. 1611), arc Machiavellians of the 
stamp of Volponc, and the vein of satiric irony and invective in 
Hamlet continues through most of its successors; while the Senccan 
plays of Marston, Tourneur, and Webster are loud with the bitterness 
voiced by Ralegh, in the acid, defiant mockery of their poverty- 
haimted scholars and dispossessed gentry. After Shakespeare and 
Jonson, Tourneur’s Revenger's Tragedy (1607) is the drama most fully 
typical of the period; and here the Senccan, pseudo-Itahan horrors of 
tlic plot are absorbed into grotesque satire and moral allegory. 

Tills mixture of styles in tragedy indicates the strength of the 
medieval ideas still influencing the Jacobeans. Essentially, tragedy, 
like humour satire, was regarded as a variant of the Morality play. 
Hamlet voices the popular view when he touches on the ctliiciil pur¬ 
pose of holding the mirror up to nature (iii. ii), or speaks of tragedies 
prompting guilty spectators to confess their crimes (n. ii); so docs 
Heywood, when he claims that tragedies show ‘the fatal and abortive 
ends of such as commit notorious murders, ... aggravated and acted 
with all the art that may be to terrify men from the like abhorred 
practices’ - adding that classical and foreign subjects are ‘so intended’ 
as to praise or reprove the qualities of *our countrymen’ (Apology for 
Actors y c. i6o8).2« And the classics were received in the hght of a similar 
(though non-theatrical) medieval idea, by which tragedy was the 
story of a fall from high estate; an idea preserved in the many editions 
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of The Mirror for Magistrates (1569-1610). It showed the turn of Por¬ 
tliness wheel. Thus even for Sidney, tragedy presents ‘tyrannical 
humours* and ‘tcachcth the uncertainty of this world*. Daniel, 
anxious to skield his Philotas (‘in the ancient form’) from close ap¬ 
plication to Essex, cites amhitiem and ‘the fraility ot greatness* as ‘the 
perpetual subjects of ... Tragedies’ (1605); and Hey wood, for the 
popular stage, mentions the fall of Pompey as a warning ‘that no man 
trust in his own strength*. Most Elizabethan plots reflect this attitude 
to tragedy, from Marlowe’s Edward U: with the tra^^ical fall of proud 
Mortimer to Sejanus: his Fall, or Chapman’s Byroti plays (t6o8), or 
Macbeth', it also shapes significant details, like the proud boast that 
Shakespeare gives to Caesar the moment before he is assassinated. 
How this attitude could blend with the irony of satire is shown, 
fore xample, by The Rcvcu(fcEs Tragedy, in the words of the old 
but lecherous Duke, preening himself before an imaginary fresh 
conquest; 

How sweet can a duke breathe! Age has no fault. 

Pleasure should meet in a perfumed mist. ... 

(ni. iv) 

He is about to be poisoned. 

The medieval bias was strong in tragedy even for those writers 
who, like Sidney and Daniel, were specially interested in classical 
theory and form. Since Seneca’s declamations were more familiar 
than the Greeks, the chief mark of tragedy was held to be its ‘pas¬ 
sionate and weighty’ eloquence. Sidney follows Aristotle in assigning 
specific emotions to tragedy, but changes Aristotle’s terror and pity 
into ‘admiration \wotidcr] and commiseration*, sentiments stirred by 
rhetoric. And practising dramatists follow the same line, while re¬ 
gretting the loss of ‘the sententious Chorus* (Webster, The White 
Devil, 1612). Thus, Jonson speaks of‘truth of argument, dignity of 
persons, gravity and height of elocution, fulness and frequency of 
sentence’ as the substance of tragedy (Sejanus) ; Chapm an, of ‘elegant 
and sententious excitation to virtue* (Revenue of Bussy D*Amhois; c. 
1610). The two chief elements, then, arc moral instruction and 
amplification; and these arc precisely what is implied by contemporary 
references to acting, on the one hand, and, on the other, by the broad 
conventions of dramatic structure. Thus, Hamlet instructs the Players 
in gesture and delivery (branches of rhetoric), and stresses the impor- 
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tancc of decorum in the midst of amplification: ‘in the very torrent, 
tempest, and ... whirlwind of passion, you mast acquire and beget a 
temperance that may give it smoothness’ (in. ii); while Webster 
identifies An Excellent Actor (perhaps Burbage) with a ‘grave orator’ 
who displays Nature as she is, ‘neither on stilts nor crutclics*, and 
‘fortifies moral precepts with examples’ (in Overbury’s Characters, 
1615). There are maxims and set speeches everywhere, persuasion, 
narration, dehberation, outcry; while the horrors of the action and 
similarly the choice of exalted or remote protagonists are meant, in 
part at least, to ‘aggravate’ or amphfy the moral tlicmc. The characters 
are both tyrants, and high examples of Everyman. 

Although this traditional and academic scheme only touches ex¬ 
ternals, it indicates the lines on which the dramatists were thinking. 
Recent studies of the Elizabethans bringing out the importance of 
poetic imagery in the plays have shown how it was applied in prac¬ 
tice. The repetition of poetic symbols and the general handling of 
language mould the imaginative structure as much as action and 
character. Imagery connected with storms or sliipwrcck, witli music, 
with jewellery (to list some examples), takes a part in the action 
throughout Shakespeare’s writing; there are cumulative metaphors 
of disease in Hamlet, comparisons between men and beasts in Lear, 
references to blood and to sleep in Macbeth, to ‘the world’ in Antony. 
As Wilson Knight has shovm, a Shakespeare play is a closely knit 
stage poem, unified in ‘personification, atmospheric suggestion, and 
direct poetic-symbolism’ - ‘an expanded metaphor,... projected into 
forms roughly correspondent with actuality, ... according to the de¬ 
mands of its own nature’.A highly complex and sensitive organism 
such as this has little resemblance to the simple outline of the 
Morality plays or the formal structure of poetic allegory. Neverthe¬ 
less, Shakespeare’s construction is still based, in important features, on 
the tradition of which the Moralities were part; and to tins they owe 
their opportunity of appealing with universal and yet immediate 
significance. At the centre of his tragedies arc the familiar metaphors 
of man as a ‘little kingdom*, and the state as a ‘body politic*, both 
reflecting in little the whole plan of Nature. In Othello, domestic pas¬ 
sions stand out, in Coriolanus, political; but both aspects of life are 
always treated togetlier; wliile beyond tlicm ‘the heavens themselves’ 
participate to ‘blaze forth the death of princes*. Thus, instead of 
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limiting his cast, Shakespeare enlarges it so as to extend the tragic 
conflict continuously from the hero’s mind towards the outer limits 
of the cosmos. And while his crowds of minor figures disclose the 
‘form and pressure’ of society in realistic fasliion, they also embody 
moral rclationsiiips, linhed with the mind of the hero (mucli as in 
allegories like Magnificence) by being personified in household ser¬ 
vants or in cotmsellors - the porter, the doctors, even Banquo in 
Macbethj for example, or Kent, the steward Oswald, the Fool in Lear. 
Shakespeare’s attachment in this to popular tradition, his sense of the 
hero as Everyman, is particularly evident where he dwells on ‘the 
frailty of greatness’, or looks at the prince through the eyes of the 
clown, as a would-be Alexander ‘a little o’erparted’. In his Roman 
plays he follows Plutarch realistically, though with increasing free¬ 
dom of technique; but in Lear and Macbeth he boldly merges history 
into an allegory of Nature - at once the base of civil order and the 
chaos surrounding it, the wild heath where the king in madness meets 
the mad vagabond and sees that ‘unaccommodated man is no more 
but such a poor, bare, forked animal as thou art’. 

To a great extent, then, Shakespeare’s treatment of the problems of 
humanism in his tragedies reproduces, in form and conception, the 
medieval outlook persisting through the century of the Tudors. But 
at the same time, the very fullness of this achievement, the vivid sense 
of humanity’s uniqueness that burns through Lear and Macbeth, de¬ 
taches them from the past and exposes the incompleteness of the 
traditional map of Nature. In this aspect of the tragedies, indeed, hes 
a main source of their tension; and here again Shakespeare speaks for 
his age. While, for example, the asceticism of the Middle Ages is 
deeply ingrained in the dramatists as well as the Puritans, so, too, 
tensely opposed to it are the Roman worship of greatness and the 
intimately subjective consciousness of humanist and Reformer. And 
no medieval restraint could bound in the ‘aspiring* curiosity of a 
Marlowe. Thus the frailty of human pride and reason seems more 
poignant to the Elizabethans, more calamitous, than to Chaucer or 
the writer of Everyman. But return to the Middle Ages was neither 
possible nor desired; and the crucial feature of Jacobean tragedy is not 
disillusionment with the Renaissance but the affirmation of no return, 
however strained or perplexed. Its restlessness and its splendour come 
from the same origins. 
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The emotional restlessness of the age is most apparent in its con¬ 
centration upon death as a subject for the theatre. The thought of 
death was a gathering point for tlicir fears and ambitions, a theme 
where every writer could be eloquent and mewing, particularly with 
the example of Seneca before him. Even a mediocre playwright Hke 
Chcttlc could be pathetic and sententious {Hojjmany 1602): 

... the King and Captain are in this alike, 

None hath free hold of life, but they are still. 

When death heaven’s steward conics, tenants at will. 

I Lay me down, and rest in Thee my trust, 

It I wake never more, till all flesh rise 
I sleep a happy sleep, sin in me dies; 

while Romeo laments Juhet with the [lassionate outcry of tlic 
somiciecrs; 

... O my Lewe, my wife, 

Death that hath suck’d the honey of thy breath, 

Hath had no power yet upon thy beauty: 

Thc»u art not conquer’d, beauty’s ensign yet 
Is crimson in thy lips and in thy cheeks. 

And death’s pale flag is not advanced there. ... 

But tlic sentiments of religion, of Petrarch, of the danse macahre, all 
tend to gravitate towards stoical defiance. In this posture dies Cliettle’s 
avenging hero-villain; ;md Romeo, too, as he drinks the poison: 

Come bitter conduct, come unsavoury guide, 

Thou desperate pilot, now at once run on 
The dashing rocks, thy sea-sick weary hark; 

Here’s to my love. O true apothecary; 

Thy drugs arc quick. Thus with a kiss I die. 

The note of weariness and desperation here is seldom absent from 
tragedy after 1600. Much of it is directly due to Seneca and his feigned 
elevation, as Bacon calls it (1605), of affecting, with the frailty of a 
man, the security of a god. Except .as a cloak for satire, none of the 
Jacobcaiis are at rest with Seneca’s natunaJ religion - ‘out upon him*, 
cries one of Marston’s characters, ‘he writ of Temperance and Forti¬ 
tude, yet lived like a voluptuous Epicure, and died like an effeminate 
coward* {The Malcontent^ in. i; 1604) - but Scnccanism held the at¬ 
traction of making good rhetoric out of conflicting emotions. Thus 
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Chapman will use the bravado of Bussy D*Ambois to strike out a 
fin e Senecan image, one of the sudden glories of the Jacobean stage: 
Here like a Roman Statue I will stand 
Til] death hath made me marble; oh, rny fame. 

Live in despite of murder; take thy wings ... 

Fly, where the evening from th’ Iberian vales 
Takes on her swarthy shoulders Hecate, 

Crown’d with a grove of oaks ; fly where men feci 
The cunning axlctrec: and those that suffer 
Beneath the chariot of the snowy Bear: 

And tell them all that D’Anibois now is hasting 
To the eternal dwellers; ... 

(v. i; 1604) 

And then, a few speeches later, he will amplify the moral of fillcn 
pride: 

O frail condition of strength, valour, virtue, 

In me, like warning fire upon the tc^p 
Of sonic steep beacon, on a steeper hill, 

Made to express it... 

Yet this inconsistency, in the only dramatist serious about the philo¬ 
sophy of stoicism, points to the emotional interest of the theme. In 
the tragedy of Bussy, Chapman is concerned with the social problem 
whether ‘nature hath no end In her great works, rc.sponsivc to their 
worths*; and in the dying orations of the hero, and again of Byron 
(who speaks of ‘the endless exile of dead men’), he evokes a sense of 
vast loneliness not only for the hero but for mankind in general, 
homeless in the midst of Nature. The stoical defiance of death on the 
stage brought to a head the inner tensions of the Rcnaiss.incc. 

It is one of the qualities of Shakespeare’s greatness, therefore, that ~ 
after Julius Caesar - he can use the Scnccan gestures of the tlicatrc 
purely as a sign of emotion in his characters.^^ He expresses the terror 
of his age (the physical terror of Claudio in Measure for Measure, or 
the death-in-Iifc of Macbeth), and he expresses the grandeur of 
defiance. But his attitude to death is more balanced than his con¬ 
temporaries’ because his sense of life is keener ;md more inclusive. 
He imagines more, and more coherently. 

Cleopatra’s paean for dead Antony illustrates Shakespeare’s man¬ 
ner at the height of his career, and the development of his technique. 
Death in his tragedies commonly brings with it an cnJianccd pcrccp- 
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tion of life; and here the many images of the play - of tlie period - 
relating love and greatness with ‘the world’ are concentrated to¬ 
gether with an etlect of masterful sensuous vitality. The speech is 
linked with the Senecan theme of the hero deified; but on both sides, 
as it were, it out-rcaches other dramatists, amplifying the heroic 
image with tremendous power and yet maintaining a unique sense 
of proportion. Cleopatra has ‘dreamt there was an Emperor Antony’: 

His Icg.s bestrid tlic ocean: his rear’d arm 
Crested tiic world: his voire was propertied 
As all the. tuned spheres, and that to friends; 

But when he meant to quail and shake the orb, 

He was as rattling thunder. For his bounty, 

There was no winter in’t; an autumn ’twMS 

That grew the more by reaping: his delights 

Were dolphin-likc; they .show’d his back above 

The element they lived in: in his livery 

Walk’d crowns and crow^ncts; realms and islands were 

As plates dropp’d from his pocket. 

(v. ii) 

Beyond the profusion of images of Nature and royalty, the most 
striking feature of this speech (as of the play) is the way that all its 
images and the physical senses of the speaker seem to be working to¬ 
gether. Shakespeare writes elsewhere of the ‘quick forge and working- 
house’ of thought; Cleopatra docs not think about Antony, still less 
express a sentiment about him: she forges and creates him. d'hc first 
line and a half, for example, have gained enormously in vigour and 
compression since the writing, only a few years earlier, of: 

Why, man, he doth bestride the narrow world 
Like a Colossus. 

Here, not only is the giant in motion, but two metaphors combine 
together in place of a single simile - Antony as Colossus and as 
heraldic device; and by this compression he seems at once to domin¬ 
ate the world, to symbolize its glory, and to protect it. And the solid¬ 
ness of the images, with the hurried yet strongly articulated move¬ 
ment of sound, makes the speech doubly expressive for the stage: 

... his delights 

Were doIphin-likc; they showed his back above 
The element they lived in: in his livery ... 
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As the sound ecstatically doubles upon itself, Cleopatra hnishes with 
a note of superlative colloquial case: 

Walk’d crowns and crownets; realms and islands were 

As plates* dropped from his pocket. 

Yet tliis godlike image belongs to a ‘dream*; and the unreality of 
dream is faintly but sufficiently present, as well as its vividness. It can 
be felt in the first lines, as Antony’s reared arm is suddenly trans- 
shaped by the heraldic metaphor of‘crested’; or in the supematural- 
ness of a bounty with ‘no winter in’t’; or again in the prodigal 
casuahicss, the odd quality of folk-talc, in the last two lines. The 
deification of Antony is thus set in perspective - especially as the 
audience have seen and heard of his weaknesses from the outset: ‘The 
triple pillar of the world transform’d Into a strumpet’s fool’ (l. i) - 
and so, too, is the ecstasy of Cleopatra herself Before expounding her 
dream, she has received Dolabella, the envoy from conquering 
Caesar, with her old regal indifference, but with more than a hint of 
her gipsy temper as well: 

You laugh when boys or women tell their dreams; 

Is’t not your trick? 

After the dream, she returns to earth for a moment, then soars again; 
but this time with a difference; 

CLEOPATRA. Think you there was, or might be, such a man 
As this I dreamt of ? 

DOLABELLA. Gentle madam, no. 

CLEOPATRA. You lie, up to the hearing of the gods. 

But, if there be, or ever were, one such. 

It’s past the size of dreaming: nature wants stuff 
To vie strange forms with fancy; yet, to imagine 
An Antony, were nature’s piece ’gainst fancy. 

Condemning shadows quite. 

Cleopatra’s spring of theatrical cunning in this speech leaves the won¬ 
der of her vision untouched, but alters the way it is received by the 
audience. And as she tliinks of it as an imaginative creation, in effect 
a work of art, it recedes to the normal plane of the tragedy, at wliich 
the audience participates in sympathy with the lovers, and yet views 
them critically from without. Tliis dual insight, detaching but not 
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diminishing, is continuously renewed; here it is guided for the audi¬ 
ence by Dolabclla, struggling to get his word in before the dream is 
told, and tlicn incredulous but sympathetic. 

The consummate art of this dialogue marks a long process of de¬ 
velopment. The whole structure of Elizabethan rhetoric has been 
changed. The regular emphatic verse of Sidney, Marlowe, or Kyd 
has been reshaped into something more fluid and colloquial, while 
tlic high-pitched but stiff decorum of early rhetoric has yielded to 
more deliberate elevation at one extreme and sudden intimacies of 
tone at the other. And stage convention as such has come to be used 
as a mediating lens between audience and character, serving a new 
kind of insight into human relationships. Most of Shakespeare's early 
speeches arc purely rhetorical or operatic in method, like Romeo's 
lament for Juliet, amplifying the speaker's emotion so as to carry the 
audience with it. But Shakespeare has been fascinated from the outset 
- in Richard Illy for instance - by contrasts between acting and feeling, 
between the ceremony, the formal eloquence, of the stage and the 
sentient or calculating personality behind it; and he comes to treat 
rhetoric designedly as an art by wliich natural feeling can be distorted 
as well as amplified. In the sharp realism of JuJius Caesary he masters 
this new theatrical technique, as when the two aspects of Antony arc 
distinguished in the Forum scene - ‘1 am no orator, as Brutus is* ~ and 
with Hamlet this technique becomes an integral part of his tragedies, 
continually developing. The characters, as they see themselves and 
as others arc to sec them, arc made and remade by the turns of the 
language, exalting and qualifying, weaving a dense tissue not only 
within the play but between the actors and the audience. 

No other poet of the Renaissance was so deeply fascinated by the 
connexions between art and nature. In his last group of plays, the 
tragi-comedics beginning with Pericles and Cymheline (1608-9) and 
ending in Henry Vlll and The Two Nohle Kinsmen (written jointly 
with Fletcher, 1612-13), Shakespeare is still experimenting. The violent 
struggles of the tragedies have given way to rcconcihations and a 
poised sense of wonder; and here, in The Winter’s Tale and The 
Tempest (i6\o~i2)y Shakespeare brings to a triumphant issue his study 
of the interplay between normal experience and the artificial con¬ 
ventions of the stage in language, action, and spectacle. Oliver pflay?^’ 
wrights after 1600 could anatorr 
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modulate the grand manner; andjonson, at least, could form a poetic 
world from his reading and observation in the bustling capital; but 
only Shakespeare could consistently project himself to the inner 
minds of his people as distinct individuals, and yet retain a total vision 
of liis world of the theatre and the outer world it represented. 

The full variety of interests in Shakespeare's public can only be ap¬ 
preciated if one turns from stoicism and satire to works with a middle- 
class background, to forerurmers of the drama of sentiment and the 
domestic problem play such as Hey^ood’s A Woman Killed with 
Kindness {160-^) and Dekker’s Honest Whore (1604); or to Middleton’s 
supreme achievement in tragic realism. Women Beware Women and 
The Changeling (c. 1621-2). Shakespeare’s m;my-sidcd triumph in the 
art of the theatre depended on the many-sided interest of liis pubhe. 
But by 1609, when his company began performing in the aristocratic 
Blackfriars theatre rather than the popular Globe, the effective unity 
of the pubhe was beginning to break. As the conflicts of the age 
flowed into poBtics, middle-class opinion grew harder against the 
playhouse, now virtually a Court appendage. Dekkcr and Heywood 
were still writing for the popular stage as late as 1630; and Middleton’s 
anti-Spanish Morahty, A Game at Chess (1624), had the widest im¬ 
mediate appeal since the opening of the theatres. But it was also the 
last expression of the sentiment of national unity; while Bteratiirc in 
general had already moved away from its contact with folk traditions 
in the 1590s. The division of public taste and feeling was already evi¬ 
dent, before Shakespeare’s retirement, in the tragedies of Webster; it 
was emphasized by the fashionable success of Beaumont and Fletcher. 
The reign of Fletcher in the drama (c. 1608-25) brought its greatness 
to an end. There were new developments in the comedy of manners; 
and among the tragic playwrights who followed Fletcher, Massinger 
could declaim with eloquent correctness and Ford vdth a tremulous 
excitement of the nerves; but the decay of tragedy was complete long 
before the Puritans closed the theatres in 1642. No one could appeal 
to groundlings and Judicious together, or revive the ftdl-bodicd 
rhetoric of Jonson and Shakespeare. 

Jacobean Prose 

The changes in the theatre under the Stuarts were linked with two 
major developments outside it. One was the consohdation of ‘the 

no 
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town' with its standards of‘politeness* - drawing Fletcher and Shirley 
(1626-42) towards a comedy of manners; the other* confirmed by the 
authority of Bacon, was the advance of scientific thouglit. As the 
composition of the public altered, the centre of gravity in literature 
shifted, from the rhetoric of drama towards discussion and informa¬ 
tion, towards the evolution of modem prose. 

A more positive demand grew up for writings of utility addressed 
to ‘die plain man’. In religious works and sermons (which included 
nearly half the output of the press), ‘the plain man’ chose direct 
practical guidance rather than the subtleties of an Andrewes or a 
Donne. In popular journalism, where Dekker’s plague pamplilets 
(1603-30) showed a sobering of tone since Nashe’s day, the demand 
for utility also produced in 1621 the first regular English newspapers 
(the weekly ‘corantos’ of foreign war items ridiculed by Jonson in 
The Staple of Nen^s), and led on to the heyday of pamplilcteering in 
the era of the Commonwealth and Defoe. But courtly romances 
languished meanwhile, as old favourites were read again, or new 
brought in from France: ‘in stead of Song and Music’, says a typical 
adviser on the breeding of gentlewomen (1631), ‘let them leam 
Cookery and Laimdry. And in stead of reading Sir Philip Sidney’s 
Arcadia^ let tlicm read the grounds of good huswifery. I like not a 
female Poetess at any hand’.*® Tliis depreciation of fiction was by no 
means confmed to Puritans. 

El scholarship, too, the heroic ambitions of the Renaissance have 
begun to change their course. Bacon’s vast undertaking, to survey 
and reform the whole field of exact knowledge (c. 1603-23); Ralegh’s 
attempted History of the World; the variegated lore of Burton’s 
Anatomy of Melancholy (1621); or, in verse, Drayton’s Poly-Olhion: 
these are reminders that the age of specialists is still far away. Never¬ 
theless, Bacon’s hinitations in experimental science were already evi¬ 
dent to Harvey, the uivestigator of the circulation of the blood; and 
Camden, Selden, and Bacon himself - in Henry VII (1622) - were 
establishing more rigorous methods in historical research. The atti¬ 
tude of poets was also changing. ‘Verses arc wholly reduced to 
chambers,’ Drayton complained in 1612 - glancing perhaps at 
Donne - ‘and notliing esteemed in this lunatic age but what is kept in 
cabinets, and must only pass by transcription’; while the sormets 
published in the 1590s were replaced by prose colleaions of essays or 
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characters', witty instead of passionate and urban rather than 
courtly- From the moment of Hamlet onwards, the judicious had been 
interested in self-observation and detached an.ilysis. 

This development in prose was stimulated by Bacon's Essays of 
1597 (enlarged in 1612 and 1625). Bacon, however, was writing 
‘Counsels, Civil and Moral*, practical maxims like those of Advice to 
His Son by the Earl of Northumberland and by Ralegh, but more in¬ 
tent than cither on the problems of courtiersliip; and if liis main 
concern was m:in, it was m;in as a politiciil animal or an object of 
experiment - best observed, like natural substances, in a state of 
Vexation’: 

A man’s nature is best perceived in privateness, for there is no 
aftectatioii; in passion, for that putteth a man out of his pre¬ 
cepts; and in a new case or experiment, for there custom 
leaveth him. ... A man’s nature runs either to herbs or to 
weeds; therefore let Iiiin seasonably water the one, and des¬ 
troy the other. 

In his tightly formed aphorisms. Bacon owes less to the essays of 
Montaigne (1580-8) than to Seneca's letters and a methodical com¬ 
monplace-book: less again, in his impersonal concentration on the 
active will. 

The aphorism was Bacon's cure for the ‘first distemper of learn¬ 
ing, when men study words aird not matter', the chosen instrument 
of his thought even in its maturcst statement, the Novum Or(>anum* 
(1620). ‘No man’, said Jonson, ‘ever spoke more neatly, more pressly, 
or suffered less emptiness, less idleness in what he uttered.' And since 
others, too, the historians for example, were seeking a ‘plain English', 
‘rather respecting matter than words’. Bacon’s example was de¬ 
cisive. The luxuriant images of the Elizabethans were clipped for 
perspicuity; while, instead of their copiousness, in the cadences of 
North or Sidney, Hooker’s Ciceronian fullness, or Nashe's ‘frisking* 
versatility, the new ideal (in Burton's phrase) was ‘neat, polite and 
terse’ - an ideal to be acknowledged even when meandering by ‘the 
froth of human wit, and excrements of curiosity' in Burton's own 
‘extemporancan style ... writ with as small deliberation as I do ordin¬ 
arily speak’. A legal manner of exposition is the model, again, for 

* Novum Organum: i.c. New Logic (to replace Aristotle). 
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Henry Pcacham, writing on conduct and elegance {The Compleat 
Gentleman, 1622); significantly, he would decry the 

ainpullous [inflated] and Scenical pomp, with empty furniture 
of phrase, whcrcwitli the Stage, and our petty Poetic Pam¬ 
phlets sound so big, which like a net in the water, though it 
fcelcth weighty, yet it yicldcth nothing. 

The influence of Bacon is already noticeable here, forming Eliza¬ 
bethan Englisli into the medium of philosophers.^^ 

Bacon’s achievement marks the turning-point of the Renaissance. 
His agile curiosity could range from interpreting fables in The Wisdom 
of the Ancieuts (1609) to projecting the Utopia of New Atlantis (c. 
1626); and though he looked to Latin for durability, The Advancement 
of Learning is a monument of vigorous English, incisive, 

orderly, and majestic. Yet his influence was inseparable from his 
singleness of purpose - even his fables unfolding science, and Ixis 
Utopia, tcdmology - so that his limitations were impressed on litera¬ 
ture together with his strength. Thus The Advancement of Learning 
presents the Renaissance view of poetry more arrestingly th;m Sidney 
or anv other Elizabethan critic; but also, both by tone and statement, 
it sliarpcns the latent conflict between active reason and the 
imagination: 

The use of this Feigned History [poetry] hath been to give 
some shadow of satisfaction to the mind of man in those points 
wherein the nature of things doth deny it; the world being in 
proportion inferior to the soul.... So as it appeareth that poesy 
serveth and conferreth to magnanimity, morality, and to de¬ 
lectation. And therefore it was ever thought to have some 
participation of divineness, because it doth raise and erect the 
mind, by submitting the shews of things to the desires of the 
mind; whereas reason doth buckle and bow the mind unto the 
nature of things. 

‘Feigned History’ indicates Bacon’s severance between the words of 
poetry and its matter, though even so he is uneasy (‘it is not good to 
stay too long in the theatre’). But the last sentence, contrasting poetry 
with reason, carries the full weight of his mind - both in its psycho¬ 
logical penetration and its tone of utilitarian disapproval; and this 
contrast, together with his broader, and primary, distinction between 
the mind of man and the nature of tilings, was reinforced in tlie next 
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decades by the physical and mathematical sciences. No room seemed 
left for Nature to vie with fancy; and poetry was to reduce itself, for 
later neo-classicism, to a clear, neat, and decorative reflexion of the 
external world. The problem of the relations between science and 
poetry had already been interposed between Bacon, Donne, or 
Jonson and the succeeding generation ofMilton, Marvell, and Hobbes. 

Besides the prose of utility, however, there was also the prose of 
leisure. The broadening psychological interests of the Jacobeans arc 
suggested by the list of words that Florio thinks new in his translations 
of Montaigne (1603) - such as conscientious^ amusing, ^d 

emotion ; while entrain, comport, or facilitate suggest at once the refuic- 
ments of leisure and tlie abstractions of science. And these interests, 
quickened perhaps by Shakespeare as well as Montaigne, arc already 
evident in Sir William Cornwallis (1579-1614) - a friend of Donne, 
and by date (i6oo-j) the second of English essayists. Even when he 
treats Baconian subjects, such as The Instruments of a States-man, 
Cornwallis can write: 

1 like nothing better in Montaigne than his desire of knowing 
Brutus* private actions, wishing more to know what he did in 
Tent than in battle; for there being himself, not over-awed by 
respect and company, he spreads liimself open, and in this 
comer gives a discerning eye a more liberal view than when it 
stands upon the allowance of the general sight of men. 

Cornwallis follows Montaigne, again, in using his essays ‘as a Painter’s 
boy a board, that is trying to bring his hand and his fancy acquainted’; 
much as Burton plucks the reader into his labyrinth of melancholy 
with the assurance that ‘Thou thyself art the subject of my discourse’. 
The character-writers, meanwliilc, direct a discerning eye upon col¬ 
leges and taverns. Especially in Overbury’s widely read volume, 
which Webster, Dekker, Donne, and others added to (1614-22), the 
character-wn iters sharpen the earlier ‘humour’ sketches with Baconian 
terseness and self-conscious wit. But they share, too, something of 
Montaigne’s urbanity; and the best collection, Earle’s Microcosmo- 
graphic (1628), has sharpness and urbanity together. His Pot-Poet, or 
ballad-monger, for example, ‘is the dregs of wit, yet mingled with 
good drink may have some relish’: 

His frequentest works go out in single sheets, and are chanted 
from market to market to a vile tunc and a worse throat; whilst 
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the poor coimtry wench melts like her butter to hear them; 
and these arc the stories of some men of Tybuni, or a strange 
monster out of Germany; or, sitting in a bawdy-house, he 
writes God’s judgements. ... 

Earle is still Elizabethan, clearly; but his tone is cooler, and his tech¬ 
nique of recording (d)scrvation more precise. In the same period the 
letters of Donne and Sir Henr)' Wotton, or even the news-reporter 
John Chamberlain, show a further maturing in detached observation 
of minds and personalities; while (Trcvillc's discursive essay on Sidney 
points lorward to the great development of biography in the time of 
Charles I. 

In Jacobean prose, then, as in the poetry of metaphysical wit, the 
guiding interests of modern literature have begun to define them¬ 
selves against their metheval and Renaissance setting. With Bacon, it 
establishes the modern language of analysis, abstract or practical; 
with the essayists on character, it provides an essential link between 
the older traditions of allegory and humours and the beginnings of 
the modem novel in the eighteenth century. 
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The words of this chapter heading suggest some ideas to us today 
which do not actually apply to the Elizabethan period. Not all 
Elizabethans could read, to begin with, and the number of those who 
read books to any extent was probably rather small. Certainly the 
hook-buying public was numbered in tens of thousands, rather than 
in millions as it is today. There was less leisure for reading, and the 
price of books was much liigher in relation to wages. A single printed 
sheet containing a ballad with a woodcut illustration cost a half¬ 
penny or a penny, and the cheapest novel or pamphlet cost sixpence; 
whereas the average weekly wage was only about five shillings. If a 
penny was available for amusement, it was likely to be spent, not on 
reading matter, but on things that provided better value for the 
money - a quart of small beer perhaps, or a place in the theatre pit to 
sec a play by Shakespeare or Marlowe. 

None the less, although the reading public included only a small 
proportion of the Elizabethans, it was larger and more varied than it 
had ever been before, especially in London. But - again in significant 
contrast to the position today - the majority of this public tended to 
read books that we should call serious rather than light. The daily 
newspaper,^ the magazine, the popular novel, wliich today comprise 
the bulk of printed matter, were unknown. And not only were these 
forms lacking to supply and foster the demand for light reading: 
there was also a strong feehng on the part of many readers that what 
light reading there was - ballads, jest books, cliivalric and pastoral 
romances, miscellaneous collections of poems and short stories - was 
immoral or at best a waste of time. The divine art of printing, these 
readers thought, had been bestowed for more useful purposes. So the 
‘best-sellers* of the Elizabethan period were either Bibles, prayer- 
books, rchgious tracts, Latin grammars, or practical but ephemeral 
works such as almanacs. 

Even that minority of Elizabethan publications, which we can 
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classify as ‘light* because its aim includes entertainment and amuse¬ 
ment, differs from its modem counterpart in its concern with moral 
edification and literary education. From Spenser, Lyly, and Sidney to 
Mimday, Greene, and Deloney, all the writers of fiction tried to com¬ 
bine instruction with pleasure, to teach proper ways of talking and 
behaving as well as to provide entertainment. Nor must we forget 
that nearly all the Elizabethan literature we read today would then 
have been classed by most educated people as ‘light reading*, if 
they had understood the phrase at all, which is doubtful. For ex¬ 
ample, poetry, which is today classed as ‘non-fiction* by librarians and 
as ‘heavy’ by most readers, was then considered to be ‘fiction’, because, 
unlike history and philosophy, it was ‘invented*; and the poetic 
medium was regarded as inherently more pleasure-giving than prose.* 

Tliis contrast brings us to our final general comparison between 
modem and Elizabethan ‘light reading*. Even the word ‘reading* 
suggests similarities which are misleading. 

‘Able to read’ or ‘literate’ meant knowledge of Latin to most peo¬ 
ple until the eighteenth century. And even if‘English’ were specified, 
‘reading’ would still have denoted to an Elizabethan a process differ¬ 
ent from that commonly practised today. Most Elizabethan literature 
then received and still requires reading aloud, or, at the very least, pro¬ 
nouncing the words internally or sub-vocally. Even their prose novefs 
and their sensational journalism were meant to be ‘interpreted’ into 
sound; that was the meaning they gave to the word ‘interpretation*. 
To some extent, at least, all their literature of entertainment was de¬ 
signed to embody the same rhetorical and stylistic, as well as moral, 
values which are found in their lyrical and dramatic poetry. The 
modern habit of fast silent reading, combined with the development 
of matter which can be easily and swiftly absorbed by the eye alone, 
is perhaps the greatest obstacle between us and an enjoyment of 
Elizabethan light reading. Certainly even their most light-hearted and 
ephemeral writing requires, as much as Spenser or Shakespeare, an 
alert attention to pauses and stresses, and to the pattern of sound and 
meaning, an attention which the Elizabethan unconsciously accorded. 
Only with this break from our present reading habits can we today 
recapture some of the qualities which the ordinary sixteenth-century 
reader expected to find as part of his pleasure and entertainment. 
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So much for the general context in which our subject must be 
placed. We can now briefly review a few of the works of entertain¬ 
ment available towards the end of the sixteenth century. The works 
are chosen and discussed mainly for one aim: to distinguish the 
characteristics of Elizabethan prose fiction from those of its modem 
coimterpart, the novel. 

The two most admired and influential works of Elizabethan fic¬ 
tion, Lyly*s Euphues: The Anatomy of IVit (1578) and Sidney’s The 
Arcadia (published 1590), were composed for the gentlemen and 
ladies of the Court, who for decades found in them their ideal of per¬ 
fection in style and manners. Euphues and its successor, Euphues and 
his England, were really dialogues about proper conduct, especially in 
matters of love. There is little narrative or psychological interest in 
Lyly, and so, since wc have space to consider only one of the great 
‘courtly’ and ‘highbrow’ Elizabethan novels, it is probably better to 
concentrate on The Arcadia, which has a greater variety of literary 
interest and is probably the finest achievement of Elizabethan 
fiction. 

Sir Philip Sidney (1554-86) wrote The Arcadia primarily for the 
entertainment of his sister, the famous Countess of Pembroke. The 
essential plot is very simple and familiar. Two young princes, Miisi- 
doriis and his cousin Pyrocles, go through a scries of perilous, in¬ 
credible, and ver)' confusing adventures before they are eventually 
united in marriage to their original loves, Pamela and Philoclea, the 
beautiful daughters of Basilius, king of Arcadia. The length of the 
book - and The Arcadia is several times as long as a modem novel - 
depends upon elements which, though not in themselves original, are 
combined in a way that is wholly characteristic of Sidney and his 
period. 

The careful elaboration of the plot derives from the Acthiopica of 
Hcliodorus, a long Greek romance which had been translated by 
Thomas Underdownc in 1569 (?). The heroic and incredible exploits, 
and the complications of magic and witchcraft, are derived from the 
Spanish romances of chivalry, of which Amadis of Gaul and Palmerin 
were the most famous in England and the first of which Sidney 
thought ‘moved [men’s] hearts to the exercise of courtesy, liberality, 
and especially courage’. The country setting, whose description is one 
of the most attractive features of Sidney’s novel, comes from a somc- 
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what more recent literary tradition. Arcadia, a mountainous sheep- 
raising part of Greece, had given its name to the idealized rural world 
described by Virgil in his pastoral poems, the Ech^ues. His theme was 
revived in Italy, especially by Jacopo Samiazaro’s scries of verse dia¬ 
logues connected by prose narrative, called Arcadia (i504). The com¬ 
bination of the pastoral setting and manner with the plot of chivalric 
romance was acliieved by Jorge de Montemayor in liis Diana 
(1559-60). 

To this amalgam of classical, Italian, and Spanish elements, Sidney 
added his own moral zeal and his higldy polished poetic style. He is 
more deeply in earnest to show the reader how virtue can be achieved 
and how vice is both ugly in itself and fatal in its consequences, than 
any of liis forebears. Not that this moral purpose is even here con¬ 
vincingly embodied in the characters or their actions. To attempt to 
explain why is not easy. It involves both an account of Sidney’s 
literary philosophy, and of the point of view, so alien to Sidney's, 
which is implicit in the modem novel. However, a brief attempt 
must be made because the contrast between the two attitudes is an 
important one, not only for Sidney but for iiU the works with wliich 
we arc dealing. 

Sidney thought of all creative writing, including, of course. The 
Arcadiaf as poetry. ‘It is not riming and versing that maketh a poet*, he 
wrote in the Apology for Poetry (1580). For poetry was not a mere 
literary technique but a great vocation, whose aim was a transfigura¬ 
tion of ordinary experience in the light of Sidney’s Platonic and 
Christian view of perfection. The pliilosopher can give ‘precept’, and 
the historian records ‘example’; but only the poet can give in his 
fictitious example ‘a perfect picture ... of whatever the philosopher 
saith should be done’. Sidney did not conceive of a literary form in 
wliich real people in real settings inter-act in the way they really do. 
For him, the poet disdained ‘to be tied to any such subjection ... as 
the natural rule of things’; he had the higher duty of ‘making things 
either better than Nature bringeth forth, or quite anew, formes such 
as never were in Nature’. 

The modem novel, whatever its quality and degree of success, cer¬ 
tainly accepts a roughly naturalistic point of view, at least as a start¬ 
ing-point. The reader is invited to see the novehst’s picture of life as 
though it were aaually happening in the real world. This attitude 
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means that characters, emotions, and settings all have ordinary ex¬ 
perience as their criterion, a criterion accepted by the author and ex¬ 
pected by the reader. For the Elizabethans, and especially for Sidney, 
such an aim and such a criterion would have seemed pointless, if 
they had been able to visualize it. What Siditcy docs instead with his 
idealization of character, action, and setting can briefly be suggested. 

Some characters, especially the vicious ones, such as Cccropia, arc 
at times convincingly drawn. But a talc of adventure allows little 
scope for them. Further, any plot which depends heavily upon 
multiple mistaken identities, oracles, and love potions, tends to under¬ 
mine any psychological rcahty which the author can build up for his 
characters. Tliis difficulty with plots is very general in the period: it 
was only fully surmounted in a very few of us finest plays, in Shake¬ 
speare’s tragctiies, for example; elsewhere, whether in romance or in 
play, the plot tends to be apart from, if not in violation of, psycho¬ 
logical rcahsm. 

Elizabethan stylistic decorum was a further bar to rcahsm. Actions 
arc usually presented with rhetorical adornments which detract from 
the physical reality of the action itself, at least for the modern reader. 
Here is Basilius trying to escape: ‘Each coffer or cupboard he met, one 
saluted his shiimes, another his clbowes, sometimes ready in revenge 
to strike them againe with his facck Where inanimate obstacles 
‘salute’, our identification with the efforts of the hero is lost in our 
attention to the metaphors, and we realize that the actions themselves 
are not the writer’s main objective. The same is true of the direct ex¬ 
pression of emotion. When Musidorus, for example, exclaims: ‘But 
alas to what a sea of miseries my plentiful tongue doth lead me!’ our 
attention goes, not to the feeling, but to the words. For Sidney and 
his readers, however, these words arc a fmer expression of reality as 
they conceived it than any reahstic description could be. And, in¬ 
deed, the two passages figure as examples of two types of metaphor, 
‘of the senses* and ‘of hyperbole*, in a text-book of eloquence, The 
Arcadian Rhetorike (1588), by Abraham Fraunce, so called because its 
English ilJustrations arc largely dravm from Sidney’s The Arcadia. 

One final quotation will serve both as an example of how the 
setting, too, becomes ideal and incidentally unreal, and of the im¬ 
aginative beauty of Sidney’s pastoralism. It is a description of the 
River Ladon; 
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The banks of cither river seemed arms of the loving earth 
that fain would embrace, and the river a wanton nymph which 
still [always] would slip from it; either side of the bank be¬ 
ing fringed with beautiful trees, which resisted the sun’s darts 
from overmuch piercing the natural coldness of the river. 
There was among the rest a goodly cypress, who, bougliing 
her fair head over the water, it seemed she looked into it, and 
dressed her green locks by that running river. 

How different the Arcadia is from our ideas of the novel, and at the 
same time how characteristic of the highest literary aspirations oftlic 
Elizabethans, is summed up in the terms which Peter Hcylyn chose 
to praise it in his Microcosmus: a Little Description of the Great World 
(1620): 

A book which beside its excellent language, rare contri¬ 
vances, and delectable studies, hath in it all the strains of 
Poesy, comprehendeth the universal art of speaking, atid to 
tliem that can discernc and will observe, notable rules for de¬ 
meanour both private and publike. 


Robert Greene (1560-92) and Thomas Lodge (i558?-i625) con¬ 
tinued the narrative traditions established by Lyly and especially by 
Sidney. Their main alterations were to decrease their scale to that of 
a short novel, and to make the story itself much more important than 
in Lyly. These two chmges must have helped to give their works a 
wider audience, which included the tradesmen as wcU as the courtier. 
But the code of gentility and the literary style arc very similar to those 
of their models. 

Their attention to style is made clear by Greene’s Dedication of 
Menaphon: Camillas Alarum to Sleeping Euphues (1589), later called 
Greene*s Arcadia. The dedication is to ‘The Gentlemen Readers*. 
Greene begs that they will ‘thinke the metaphors are well meant, and 
tliat I did it for your pleasure, whereunto I ever aimed my thoughts*, 
and that they should not take his work so lightly that they do not 
‘take a little pains to prie into my imagination*. It is certainly the 
somewhat mechanical cuphuistic elaboration of style which is the 
most striking feature of Greene’s pastoral romances, of which the 
best are probably Pandosto, The Triumph of Time (1588), which gave 
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Shakespeare the plot of The Winter's Tale, and Tully^s Loue (1589), a 
romance in wliich Cicero saves the young lovers vdth a speech to the 
Roman Senate! 

Greene was, above all, prolific. Although none of his novels was 
as often printed as Euphues or the Arcadia, he was certainly the great 
best-seller among Ehzabethan novelists if all his romances arc taken 
into account - some seventy editions arc listed before 1640. Thomas 
Lodge’s claim to fame depends upon the quality of his two main 
pastoral romances. Rosalynde: Euphues Golden Lej^acy (1596), which 
gave us the plot of As You Like It, is probably the most charming and 
readable of Elizabethan romances. A Margarite of America (1596) has 
a more sombre conviction which contrasts with the conventional 
nature of much of the material, a contrast which heralds the break¬ 
down of tlic pastoral romance, of wliich it is in fact the last consider¬ 
able example. One passage may serve to epitomize the styhstic and 
narrative elements which distinguish that genre from our idea of the 
novel. The heroine encounters a hon in the forest: 

Fawnia that first spied him was soon surprised, and rent in 
pieces (in that she had tasted too much of fleshly love) before 
she feared. Margarite that saw the massacre, sate still attending 
her own tragedy, for nothing was more welcome to her than 
death, having lost her friend, nor nothing more expected: but 
sec the virtue and gcncrositic of the beast, instead of renting 
her limbes he scented her garments, in the place of tearing her 
pieccmcale, he laid his head gen tlic on her lap, licking her 
milk-white hand, and showing all sign of huniilitic instead of 
inhuinaiiitic. 

What a hon would actually do is much less important than the 
traditional bchef culled from the medieval bestiaries that a lion, being 
royal, naturally treats eminent virtue well, and, conversely, punishes 
die incontinent Fawnia; die incredibihty of the episode is glossed by 
the rightness of the moral and the aptness of the language, which 
brings together, in a neat and conclusive contrast of sound and mean¬ 
ing, the lion’s 'humilitic instead of inhumanitie*. 

The same incredible adventures, at a lower Uterary level, are to be 
found in the more decidedly popular Spanish romances of cliivalry, 
whose firm hold on the imagination of tradesmen and apprentices 
was mocked by the aristocratic Beaumont in his The Knight of the 
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Burning Pestle (1608). They were translated, adapted, and imitated 
by hacks of little education or literary skill; men such as Anthony 
Mimday, a ‘dismal draper of misplaced literary ambitions’, who 
translated Amadis of Gaul (1590), and three parts of the Palmerin cycle, 
and the more original Emanuel Ford, whose Parismus, The Renound 
Prince of Bohemia (1598), Ornatus and Artesia (1607), and Montelyon^ 
Knight of the Oracle^ were very popular until the eighteenth century. 
These works remind us that in most types of light reading, translation 
of Spanish, Italian, and French material provided the major part. The 
popularity of the Spanish romances in particular also reflects a taste 
for endless and inane adventures, recounted with very httlc literary 
skill, and as such it serves as a useful corrective to the delusion of the 
umvcrsality of good htcrary taste among the Elizabethans. The Eng¬ 
lish chivalric romances also show that the middle-class readers de¬ 
manded a high standard, not of htcrature but of morality (not always 
to be found in the Spanish originals), and a note of patriotic fervour. 
Tliis note was exploited by two somewhat later hacks, Henry 
Roberts, and especially Richard Jolinson, author of the famous Seven 
Champions of Christendom (1596), lorn a Lincoln (1599), and Tom 
Thumhe (1621).^ ★ ★ ★ 

So much for the staple novels of the time. At best charming but un¬ 
real, at worst boring but not vicious, they cannot be said to mark any 
real contribution to the development of the novel. There are other 
types of light reading, however, in which we can detect elements of 
realism, elements which achieved in Nashe and Dcloney a brief 
narrative briUiance, before being submerged in the general decline of 
fiction which set in during the Jacobean period. 

Stories of ‘real life’ - usually ‘low hfe’ - arc found in at least four 
separate types of Ehzabethan writing.^ Two of them, collections of 
short stories mainly based on the Italian erotic novella, such as William 
Painter’s The Palace of Pleasure (1566-7),® and jest books, colleaions 
of anecdotes similar to the medieval fabliau, were the Elizabethan 
equivalent of magazines, containing varied matter in prose and verse. 
Neither was influenced by the prevailing idealization of the romances, 
and they consequently provided something of a tradition for the 
writing of realistic narrative. Dcloncy’s novels arc similar in struc¬ 
ture and incident to the jest books, and Thomas Nashe’s The Un-- 
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fortunate Traveller {j which begins like one, goes on to adapt the 
realistic Italian novella to an unprecedentedly realistic and macabre 
intensity. 

Jack Wilton, Nashe’s hero, also belongs to another realistic tradi¬ 
tion - that of ‘roguery’. Roguery belongs in part to the picaresque 
novel, the adventures of unscrupulous picaros - rogues - of which the 
most famous example was the Spanish Lazarillo dc Tormes (1553, 
ttiuislatcd 1576). A related native genre was begun by John Awdeley, 
a printer, in his Fratmiitic of Fai^ahotids and Thomas Harman, 

a J.P. for Kent, in his Caveat for Common Cursetors, vul^^arly called 
Vagabonds ^6 j) - both of them handbooks of the types and methods 
of criminals, cnlivcjied by incidents and character sketches. 

Greene wrote four very readable booklets on the same theme, ‘for 
the general benefit of all Gentlemen, Apprentices, Coiuitry Farmers 
and Yeomen’, called the ‘Cony-Catching Pamphlets’. They detail 
with great hvehness the tricks practised by rogues on the ‘rabbits’ in 
the game of London life. 

Finally, our fourth realistic genre, the autobiographical pamplilcts 
- usually sensational and exaggerated repentances - of Greene and 
Nashc, contain some of our most vivid pictures of the seamy side of 
daily hfc in Elizabethan England. 

None of these realistic forms, of course, would suggest a unified 
plot to the novelist. The picaresque novel was a loose stringing to¬ 
gether of comic or pungcntly satirical adventures on a biographical 
thread; a similar technique w;is developed in the jest books when the 
contents of such miscellaneous collections were later, and erroneously, 
attributed to a single figure, as in Sco^i^ms Jests (i $66), Shelton s Merry 
Talcs (1567), and Tarltons Jests (1592?). Nor would these rcahstic 
literary traditions suggest the applicability of a naturalistic treatment 
to ‘ordinary’ as well as ‘low’ characters; they dealt too exclusively 
with the surprising and the eccentric. Nashe’s Jack Wilton, for ex¬ 
ample, changes his character according to the nature of the incident 
which Nashe is narrating. He is first a rogue page-boy, tlien a culti¬ 
vated traveller, later a hero of the starkest melodrama and intrigue, 
and fmally he reforms and marries. But the incidents themselves, and 
not the psychological ccmsistcncy of the hero, arc Nashe’s main con¬ 
cern: they are jewels of rcahsm, but they do not match and they have 
not been adequately strung together. 
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The two exceptions to these generalizations about the absence of 
something akin to the modem novel in Ehzabethan literature arc 
significant. George Gascoigne's miscellany of lyrical poetry, plays, 
and stories, mainly translations, A Hundred Simdrie F/eu^es (i 573), con- 
tallied a long short story, ‘The Adventures of Master F. J.', which is the 
most authentic study of an amour to be written in English until the 
eighteenth century. It was probably autobiographical. The intrigues 
of a noble household, as well as their pastimes and conversation, arc 
described in a wholly naturalistic manner, if we except the poems 
which punctuate Gascoigne’s narrative, as they do in nearly all 
Elizabethan prose fiction. But Gascoigne's story is in the nature of a 
freak. There was nothing in the literary tradition to make him think 
his self-revelation anytliing but reprehensible, and he later rewrote 
the story in a much more conventional way.® 

The other exception is, of course, Thomas Deloney. He was a 
‘ballading silk-weaver of Norwich’, who succeeded Eldcrton as tlic 
chief composer of topical broadside ballads. However, topicahty led 
him into indiscretions, and he turned to prose narrative, to Jack oj 
Newbury (1597), The Gentle Craft, i.e. shoemaking (1597-^), and 
Thomas of Reading (1600). Although his stories are set in the earlier 
part of the century, the heroic period of the independent artisan, they 
give us our most hving (and almost only) picture of the daily life of 
the middle and lower classes, specifically of clothiers and shoemakers. 
The plots are simple ~ rouglily chronological accounts of the fortunes 
of the semi-legendary successful tradesmen who arc his heroes. But 
Deloney’s subject allows ample scope for the faithful presentation of 
ordinary hfe, and his scenes and dialogues always ring true. This, to¬ 
gether with the vigour and directness of his style, makes his novels the 
most immediately rewarding of Enghsh novels until those of Defoe, 
whom Deloney in many ways resembles. 

Deloncy’s was a popular genre, wliich continued to be published 
unnoticed by literary people, but which is to be regarded as the end 
of a tradition rather than as an influence in die rise of the novel. The 
relation of that popular tradition to the verbal vigour of a culture in 
which Shakespeare, too, was light entertainment, can be suggested by 
two quotations. First, here is Jack of Newbury, the virtuous appren¬ 
tice about to marry his employer, a rich widow, being ralhcd by die 
beer-swilling wild youths of the town; 
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Nay (quoth another) I’ll lay my life, that as the Salamander 
cannot live without fire, so Jack cannot live without the smell 
of his Dame’s smock. 

And I marvel (quoth Jack) that you being of the nature of 
the herring (which so soon as he is taken out of the sea, 
presently dies) can live so long with your nose out of the pot. 

When a ballad-monger could depict tlic life of the street comer in 
such racy yet elaborate terms, the language of Shakespeare was not 
likely to be found as difficult as it sometimes is today; nor did it seem 
unnatural for a self-made man to turn out as pointed, complex, and 
compressed a maxim as Jack of Newbury’s to his second wife, who 
had stinted the viauals of the work people: ‘Empty platters make 
greedy stomaclis, and where scarcity is kept, hunger is nourished’.^ 
Elizabethan light reading is unmistakably the literature of a people 
which produced die Elizabethan drama. But it is certainly not as suc¬ 
cessful in its adaptation of means to ends. Roughly, we may say that 
Elizabethan culture was too oral, too symbolic, and too traditional to 
entertain the idea of that mainly representational prose genre - the 
novel. But if we approach Elizabethan fiction as something quite 
different, in the spirit which has been suggested here, it is very reward¬ 
ing for its own sake, as well as for the light it sheds on die age of 
Shakespeare. 


NOTES 

1. For a study of the methods of printed distribution of news, see M, A, 
Shaaber, Some Forerunners of (he Newspaper in England, 1476-1622 (Philadelphia, 
1929). Topical ballads, occasional pamphlets and single-sheet broadsides were 
the commonest method, at least until toward.^ the end of the reign of James I. 

2. The miscellanies of poetry, ranging in kind from TotteVs Miscellany 
(1557), which contained the poems of Wyatt and Surrey, to Clement Robin¬ 
son’s A Handful of Pleasant Delights (1584), which contained such ballads as 
*Greenslcevcs’, were a characteristic Elizabethan form of publication, and con¬ 
stituted the closest approximation to the modem magazine. Many of them, 
including the two above, have been beautifully edited by Hyder E. Rollins. 

3. For an account of these two last, see Louis B, Wright, Middle-class Culture 
in Elizabethan England (Chapel Hill, 1935), 375-417, which is by far the best 
large-scale historical survey of the subject of this chapter. 

4. Travel literature might perhaps be added to the list, as a very popular, 
representative, and realistic type of reading. 

5. One of the most readable works of this type is Bamabe Riche’s Riche his 
Farewell to Militarie Profession (1581). It conuins the story *Of Apoloniui and 
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Sil]a\ which offers an interesting contrast to Twelfth Night, which was based 
on it. 

6. The original version is reprinted by Charles T. Prouty, in University of 
Missouri Studies, XVII (1942), ii. It is discussed in the introduction, and in the 
same writer’s George Gascoigne: Elizabethan Courtier, Soldier and Poet (New 
York, 1942). Gascoigne was from many points of view the most interesting 
and talented writer in the early part of Elizabeth’s reign. 

7. For an unfavourable view of Dcloncy’s use of euphuism, sec two articles 
by H. E. Rollins in Publications of the Modem Language Association of America, 
vols. 50. 51 (1935-6). The standard edition of Dcloncy is that of F. O. Mann, 
published in 1912, which contains an excellent introduaion. 
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TWO ELIZABETHAN POETS: 
SAMUEL DANIEL AND SIR WALTER RALEGH 


PETEU URB 

Joseph Coweu Professor of lln^Ush lMU(fua{fe and Literature, 

Universit)' of NeufeastJe upon Tyne 

SiK Walter Ralkoh’s personality was a puzzle to his contempor¬ 
aries. A sombre strain, perhaps the greed for personal glory, vitiates 
it; ‘a tall, handsome, and bold man ... but damnable proud’ says 
Aubrey. To become a favourite of Elizabeth and a victim ofjames, to 
help found a new Empire and to have his opinions examined by a 
govenimcnt suspicious of his orthodoxy, to patronize savants and 
Spenser, and finally to be condenuied for high treason (1603) and 
write 77 /e History oj the World (1614) in the Tower of London ~ such 
tilings are not done and suffered, save by exceptional men, even in 
the age of Shakespeare.^ That last drama in (Riiana (winter, 1617-18), 
with his son dead in the mountains, his faithful lieutenant shot and 
poniarded in his cabin, and the scaffold awaiting him at home, was 
Ralegh’s most awful failure. Why did such a man wTite poetry? And 
what has he in common with Samuel Daniel, a quiet, schoolmaster- 
ish sort of man? - friend, it is true, and tutor of the great, concerned 
in a minor way with ‘theatre-business, management of men’, but, so 
far as we can tell, aptly characterized by Thomas Fuller’s vignette: 
‘As the Tortoise burieth himself all the winter in the ground, so Mr 
Daniel would lie hid at his Garden-house in Oldstreet, nigh London, 
for some months together - the more retiredly to enjoy the company 
of the Muses - and then would appear in public to converse with his 
friends’. 

Ralegh wrote poetry partly because he belonged to the tradition of 
Spenser’s ‘gentleman or noble person’, the Renaissance courtier and 
man of action, of the kind most fmely exemplified in Sir Philip 
Sidney. Castiglionc in liis famous book The Courtier - a W'ork trans¬ 
lated by Hoby in 1561 and widely read in Ralegh’s England-puts the 
matter shortly: 

Let [the courtier] much exercise himself in Poets, and no less 
in Orators and Historiographers, and also in writing both 
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rinic and prose, and especially in this our vulgar tongue. For 
beside the contentation [etijoymcnt] that he shall receive 
thereby himself, he shall by this means never want pleasant 
entertainments with women wliich ordinarily love such mat¬ 
ters ... at the least wise he shall receive so much profit, that 
by that exercise he shall be able to give his judgement upon 
other men’s doings [i.c. writings]. 

Diuiiel, although he was, unlike Ralegh, a professional WTitcr, 
would doubtless have agreed; and, from his point of view as a de¬ 
tached observer, he must have found much to admire and wonder at 
in the mystery of Ralegh’s adventurous undoing. In one of tlie Delia 
somicts he asks: 

For who gets wealth that puts not from the shore? 

Danger hath honour, great designs their fame, 

Glory doth foDow, courage goes before. 

And though th’ event oft answers not the same. 

Suffice that high attempts have never shame. 

The mean-observer, whom base Safety keeps, 

Lives without honour, dies without a name, 

And in eternal darkness ever sleeps.^ 

And Ralegh himself, meditating on the falls of great men in bis His¬ 
tory of the IVorld, quoted some sombre lines, very pertinent to his own 
condition, from Daniel’s Philotas (1605), a play about an ambitious 
favourite who falls foul of the servants of an envious monarch. 
Daniel was indeed almost the only contemporary English poet hon¬ 
oured by quotation in Ralegh’s vast book.® 

But it is not these mutual interests that make Daniel and Ralegh 
worth considering together in the same essay; nor yet do the great 
differences between the two men’s lives oblige us to keep their poems 
apart. What their work really has in common is the tradition of 
Sidney’s Apoh\iry Jor Poetry and of Renaissance poetic generally, which 
docs not view poetry primarily as a means of *sclf-expres.sion’, of 
releasing and relieving the personahty in Byron’s fashion. Sidney 
declared that the speaking picture of poesy illuminates and shadows 
forth, not the chance melancholy and passion of the moments, but 
‘many infallible grounds of Wisdom’. Though we may think that he 
settles too easily, or neglects, the dehcate problem of the relation of a 
poet’s innermost experience to what he writes, and although it must 
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be true that tlie awful excitements of Ralegh's nature and the quiet 
satisfactions of Daiiicl’s do affect their poetic work in various and in¬ 
decipherable ways, it is none the less a mistake to read the poetry of 
cither Ralegh or Daniel simply as though it provided footnotes to 
their personal histories, miraculously preserved records of the joys and 
griefs of historical characters. Sidney believed that the poet was more 
efficient than tlic plulosophcr at the shadowing forth of wisdom; 
another analogy between pliilosophcr and poet still holds; both may 
feel that their work ought to be read as meaningful statements about 
a chosen subject. Elizabethan poets use their rhetoric, ornament, 
forms, and metre not simply to register the ‘passionate fragmentary 
man’, but to point inwards at meanings, often of quite an abstract 
kind, which show that emotion has become a thing to be reflected 
upon rather than to be communicated to a sympathetic reader in all 
its fresh disorder. 

In what follows, then, I turn away from Guiana and the Tower as 
well as from ‘Oldstrcct nigh London’. In the next section I attempt to 
discuss tlie two poets’ evaluative handling of emotion, and in the after 
section I draw attention to the need for recognizing that they shape each 
poem purposively with a care for conscious design and logical con¬ 
trol. These, of course, arc not the only features of Elizabethan poetry 
which require emphasis, nor arc they necessarily always found to¬ 
gether (although both happen to be exemplified in Ralegh and 
Daniel); but they arc very important. Of the differences between the 
two poets, of the fact that Ralegh is nearer to Donne, and Daniel to 
Spenser, I have said nothing. This is because it seems more urgent to 
imply, through these minor representatives of the tradition of Eliza¬ 
beths poetry, tliat Spenser and Donne do both belong to that tradi¬ 
tion, sd that, though Domic may have widely modified it, he must 
not be falsely separated from it. 

In choosing poems for analysis, I have been guided by tliis desire to 
see Ralegh and Dmicl in relation as sharers of a common phase in the 
history of poetry. Two tilings make tliis attempt difficult. Daniel’s 
work is much the greater in bulk and the more various in form. He 
printed his first poems in 1592, and went on writing verse, lyrical, 
epistolary, narrative, and dramatic, up to at least 1614. Of Ralegh’s 
poems, only about thirty which can certainly be attributed to him 
have survived, and we do not know when most of these were written, 
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although they seem to belong mainly to the period 1576 to 1603. 
(Ralegh unfortunately followed that other recommendation of 
Castiglionc to ‘keep his poems dose, lest he make other men to laugh 
at him* - because of their imperfections, not because writing poetry 
was considered effeminate; and while some of his work appeared in 
antliologics during his lifetime, his courticr-Iikc discretion is respon¬ 
sible for much uncertainty in the canon.) I have tried to overcome 
these difficulties by taking my illustrations mainly from Daniefs 
sonnet-sequence Delia. For, although an Elizabethan reader would 
justly expect to find in a sonnet sentiments and teclmiqucs very differ¬ 
ent from those used in a piece of furious anti-C^ourt rhetoric like 
Ralegh’s ‘The Lie’ or in a graiad and lapidary epitaph like Ins poem 
on Sidney, it is none the less more appropriate to juxtapose Daniel’s 
sonnets, rather tlian his epic or his epistles, with Ralegh’s lyrics and 
pastorals. 

★ ★ ★ 

In reading Daniefs earliest collection, the fifty sonnets called Delia 
(first aurheuized edition 1592), it is plain that what Calvin described 
as ‘labyrinthine man’ is not yet a subject for his pen. Delia does not 
show us a Daniel concerned to record the moments or the impacts of 
passion, or the variable quickenings of thoughr in the mind. Thought 
and passion have already been raised to that level where they arc con¬ 
trolled by a steady awareness of the rhetorical functions of poetry to 
praise or persuade. The sonnets evaluate experience and even, quite 
often, invite as to ‘glide through an abstract process’ in a way which 
T. E. Hulme would have much disliked. A good example is no. 
ixxviii (in Mr Sprague’s reprint of the edition of 1592): 

Fair and lovely maid, look from the shore, 

See thy Leander striving in these waves; 

Poor soul fore-spent, whose force can do no more. 

Now .send forth hopes, for now calm pity saves. 

And waft him to thee with those lovely eyes, 

A happy convoy to a holy land. 

Now show thy power, and where thy virtue lies; 

To save thine own, stretch out the furest hand. 

Stretch out the fairest hand a pledge of peace, 

That hand that darts so right, and never misses: 
rU not revenge old wrongs, my wrath shall cease; 
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For that which gave me wotmeh. I’ll give it kisses. 

Once let the Ocean of my cares find shore, 

Ihat thou be pleas’d, and I may sigh no more. 

In this beautiful poem, die continued metaphor of Hero and Lcander 
steers die reader away from physical sensadons and sensuous im¬ 
pressions. It Ls not these that arc being evoked, but diosc generalized 
features which the situadon of Hero and Lcander has in common with 
that of die poet and Delia, namely the peril of the lover and the 
mistress’s abihty to save him if she is willing. Attention is not directed 
to the flesh and blood of the old story, Lcander plunging in the real 
and cliilly waves, crying ‘O Hero! Hero!’. Even the movement of 
die verse itself seems to avoid any suggestion of physical striving. In 
’Poor soul fore-spent, whose force can do no more’, the poet is con¬ 
templating liis owTi pain as though from some distance away; the 
waves are those of care engendered by Delia’s former cruelty; the 
hand which wounds him and is stretched forth is a hand only in the 
carefully delimited signification represented by hand when we say 
’Stretch fordi your hand’, meaning ‘Make die symbolic gesture of 
kindness, not the cruel one of rejection (wliich the hand can also 
make)* or (a further abstraction) ‘be nicrciful’. We look towards ab¬ 
stract qualities and towards ways of describing behaviour, kindness, 
cruelty, not towards the physical object, four fmgers and a thumb. 
The poem would be badly misread, and die reader inexpert in gras[>. 
ing the way this metaphorical language guides us towards qualities 
and concepts, if the ‘gliding through an abstraa process’ were con¬ 
scientiously avoided because poetry is not supposed to deal in such 
matters. If we insist on visualizing the struggle, the wounds, the hand, 
the lovely eyes making gestures of waftage, and the kiss implanted 
on the darting fingers, we make a little chaos of the poem, whereas 
the function of the figurative language is essentially that of ordering 
experience at a level where the poet can confidendy rely on us to per¬ 
ceive the dialectical points he is making with the aid of figure. 

Similarly, within the fairly simple logical structure of no. be, we 
will not catch die poet in the act of venting grief: the reader is not 
eavesdropping on some scene of private disorder, but attending to an 
argument and listening to the poet adding up a sum. This b grief 
‘fetter’d in verse’ and therefore ‘tamed*, in Donne’s phrase. Daniel 
adds each valuable number to the next and arrives at a conclusive 
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total, summing his experience, alwa^'s with the persuasive purpose, 
the forwarding of the tiny logical argument, in his intention: 

If this be love, to draw a weary breath, 

Paint on hoods, till the shore, cry to tlf air: 

With downward looks, still reading on the earth 
The sad memorials of my love’s despair: 

If this be love, to war against my soul. 

Lie down to wail, rise up to sigh and grieve me; 

The never-resting stone of care to roll, 

Still to Complain my griefs, and none relieve me: 

If tliis be love, to clothe me witli dark thoughts. 

Haunting untrodden paths to wail apart; 

My pleasures, horror; musie, tragic notes; 

Tears in my eyes, and sorrows at my licart: 

If tliis be love, to live a living death - 

O then love 1, and draw this weary breath. 

Here aga,in, ‘painting the Hoods', ‘tilling the shore’, and ‘cr)in.g to the 
air’ suggests consideration not of the physical action,^ but of that 
quality which such activities, if performed, would have in common 
with the poet’s state - futility, the performance of some task utterly 
vain in its very nature, tor the water cannot retain the colours, nor the 
shore blossom, nor the air reply: such is his relation to the fickle, 
barren, and unresponsive Delia. Although no conscious cHort at con¬ 
ceptualization is needed, we can grasp all that tlic poet is saying only 
by gliding through an abstract process. So with the buried classical 
allusion (to Sisyphus) in line 7: it inimcdiatcly directs us to that part 
of Sisyphus’s story whicli is relevant - that, as a punislimcnt in Hell, 
he eternally rolls a stone which ever tumbles hack. But a still liigher 
degree of abstraction is needed - punishment without hope (^f relief, 
futile absorption in a task itself immensely burdensome, are the com¬ 
mon elements. The hint at Sisyphus is important because it defines, 
far more precisely and economically than non-figurativc language 
can do, these elements in the poet’s misery, but to detme is not to give 
us physical sensations. ‘Sisyphus’ sharpens the mental instruments with 
which we perceive analogies, so that wc read such a line with a quick- 

* The phrases are perhaps proverbs and have a generalizing force. Dr John¬ 
son told Boswell that it would be indeed Imminq the water to form friendships 
and then allow them to be broken by a trifling quarrel. 
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ness of apprehension that makes a conscious process of‘working-out* 
as imnecessary in practice as attempts to reduce it to visualization 
would be wrong-headed. That, after all, is one of the great blessings 
of what Matthew Arnold called ‘the language of fii^iire and feeling’. 

Ralegh’s pastoral poem of some five hundred lines, The nth: and 
Last Book of the Ocean to Scinthia^ was probably composed on one 
of the occasi(ms, between 15K9 ;nid 1595, when Ralegh was out of 
favour at Elizabeth’s Court, and may be part of a larger poem now 
lost."* In it Ralegh, under the guise of the Shcplierd Ocean (‘Water’ 
was his punning nickname at Court) makes an indirect appeiil to his 
royal mistress for restoration to favour; he dctines his miserable state, 
recalls past happiness, praises beauty and laments cruelty, and ends by 
affirming that his is oi so absolute a kind that no disdain can alter 
it. The poem is comparable to the Delia sonnets because here too the 
poet defines and evaluates feeling and manipulates it to serve the 
form.il ends of praise and persuasion. In the following fine pa.ssagc, 
for example, Ralegh is defining, with the aid of several similitudes, 
the condition of forceless, mechanical activity, of posthumous exist¬ 
ence, in which the abandoned lover feels himself to be: 

But as a body violently slain 
retaineth warmtii although the spirit be gone, 
and by a power in nature moves again 
till it be laid below the fatal stone; 

Or as the earth even in cold winter days, 
left for a time by her life-giving sun, 
doth by the power remaining of his rays 
produce some green, though not as it hath done; 

Or as a wheel, forc’d by the falling stream, 
although the course be turn’d some other way, 
doth f )r a time go round upon the beam 
till wanting strength to move, it stands at stay; 

So my forsaken heart, my withered mind ... 

(73-85) 

Here the figures of the slain body, the earth, and the water-wheel arc 
quite disparate and incoherent if they arc read as an attempt to create 
a sensuous counterpart of die lover’s emotion. Instead, each figure 
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helps to define and illuminate more brilliantly the fairly complex 
notion that the lover once operated with full spiritual energy, 
‘powered’ or ‘driven’ by the force of the lady’s favour; now that the 
favour is withdrawn activity still continues, but only as a residue, a 
reflex, a mechanical movement that must shortly slow down for 
ever. To say that the mistress animates the lover as the sim warms the 
earth, as the spirit enlivens the body, as the stream turns the wheel, is 
an ample and enriching way of describing various aspects of the re¬ 
lationship and pointing at qualities; but Ralegh also succeeds in con¬ 
veying tile ‘after* as well as the ‘before’ of the situation, so that his 
figures have a dimension in time. 

So, again, when Ralegh reaches his Definition of Love towards the 
end of the poem (42('>-36), he piles similitude upon similitude in order 
to convey his idea in its ‘minutely appropriate words’, not to orna¬ 
ment bare statements with encrusting figures, d'hc concept, developed 
in the next stanza, of love as the ‘essence’ of the lover’s mind may well 
remind us of Donne’s perplexing the mind of the fair sex with ‘nice 
speculations in philosopliy’. But there is no need to associate such 
writing exclusively with the metaphysical poets: Sidney himself, 
perhaps the greatest of all Elizabethan poets after Spenser, and cer¬ 
tainly the master of both Ralegh and Daniel, made frequent use of the 
‘angel’s sophistry’ of a learned God of Love (see Astrophcl and Stella, 
Ixi). 

Daniel’s The Complaint of Rosamond (1592) is a late example of 
the form widely popularized by The Mirror for Map^istrates, wherein 
Daniel brings up the ‘winning ghost’ of Rosamond Clifford, the mis¬ 
tress of Henry II, ‘to tell how old misfortunes had her tossed* (as 
Joseph Hall, hostile to this kind of poetry, snccringly put it). Here 
die form itself invites moralization upon passions that have long been 
recognized by consciousness: 

Then write (quoth she) the ruin of my youth. 

Report the down-fall of my slippTy state. 

Of all my life reveal the simple truth. 

To teach to others what I learnt too late. 

Exemplify my frailty ... 

( 64 -») 

Tliere is notliing purely decorative about the writing in this poem. 
Daniel is not concerned simply to give us 2 lively impression of 
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Rosamond’s beauty and personal tragedy, but to define them both in 
the light of such concepts as dishonour and the corruption of courts; 
he moralizes his song by obliging his reader at every step to draw 
distinctit)ns between iiuiocence and shame. To this purpose both his¬ 
torical narrative and characterization are subordinated. For Daniel 
labours, in Marston’s phrase, to enlarge everything as a poet rather 
than to tic himself to relate anything as a historian. Even the mytho¬ 
logical tales, engraved on a casket which the king gives to Rosamond, 
quite disobey any canons of plausibility in character and are chosen 
and described, in a lively and glittering set-piece (372-413), because 
they reiuforce the moral significance of the narrative; what royal 
philanderer would wish to remind liis victim o\ Neptune’s rapes or 
Jove’s fantastic jealousy? .So, when Rosamond compares lierself to a 
grounded vessel ((jz-H), or to a comet whose blush amazes the Court 
(113-19), or to Ataianta who stoops for a golden b;iil and loses the 
race (35^-64), the imagery subserves Daniel’s purpose of directing 
attention not to a subtle verbal counterpart of Rosamond’s feelings 
but to that level of abstraction whereon wc may imderstand how 
‘Disgrace darkt honor’ (76). 


I have tried to illustrate the general principle that these poets arc not 
afraid of handlmg emotion at a stage where an abstract process is both 
necessary and appropriate - necessary where tlieir use of imagery to 
point meaning is concerned, .ind appropriate where nioriil dis¬ 
criminations are being encouraged. Both this principle and a second 
one of comparable import^uice are exemplified in another soiuiet of 
Daniel’s (Delia, xxix): 

O why doth Delia credit so her glass, 

Gazing her beauty deign'd her by the skies, 

And doth not rather hxik on him, alas! 

Whose state best shows the force of inurthcring eyes? 

The broken tops of lofty trees declare 
The fury of a mercy-wanting storm; 

And of what force your w'ounding graces arc. 

Upon my self you best may find the form. 

Then leave your glass, and gaze your self on me, 

That mirror shows what power is in your face; 
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To view your form too much may danger bee. 

Narcissus chang'd t’ a flower in such a case. 

And you are chang'd, but not t' a Hiaciiit; 

I fear your eye hath turn'd your heart to flint. 

Coherence of development, conscious design, and logical control are 
amongst the characteristics of this sonnet. Its purpose is not only to 
praise Delia's beauty but to seem to persuade her tt) a course of action 
by presenting her with cogent arguments in its favour. Why does 
Delia gaze upon her glass? Let her rather look upon her lover, whose 
cemdition, unlike the mirror, accurately reflects her beauty’s true 
nature: its destructiveness. The ‘Alas* of lamentation and the epithet 
‘murthering’ prelude the second stage of the argument; the image of 
the tree broken in the storm tells Delia more about her beauty than 
she will ever learn from the glass: in nature, it is without mercy like 
the ‘mercy-wanting’ storm; in its effects, it is destructive, breaking tlic 
lover as the storm breaks the trees. But there is a second reason why 
she should turn from the glass: let her beware the fate of Narcissus 
who, gazing at liis own image, was strangely metamorphosed. With 
a witty virtuosity which is an indication of the very high degree of 
conscious purposivcncss in tliis poem, Daniel rejects one element in 
the Narcissus metaphor as being inappropriate to the present case 
(‘chang’d, but not t’ a Hiacint*), but retains a second - Delia, hkc 
Narcissus, has certainly suffered a metamorphosis through too pro¬ 
longed study of her own image. The idea o( change vital to the simili¬ 
tude is taken up but adjusted, so that it applies to a metamorphosis 
(the gazer’s eye turning her own heart to flint) radically different 
from the other and one wliich ties into a clincliing argument the 
previous case for the ‘murthcring’ and ‘mercy-wanting’ character of 
Delia’s self-contemplative beauty. Firmness of control and the co¬ 
herence resulting from the forwarding of a logical argument to 
persuade have already been seen in the other Delia sonnets which I 
have quoted; in ‘O why doth DcHa credit so her glass’ a certain daring 
in the wit and what is, for Daniel, an exceptional complexity in the 
argument serve to make conscious design and logical control more 
plainly seen. 

Amongst Ralegh’s poems there are several that make their point 
with similar cogency. A Poesie to Prove Affection is not Love (before 
1602, no, xvii in Miss Latham’s edition of 1951) suggests in its title 
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that it must be judged by the efficiency with wliich it proves its dis¬ 
tinction between what Ralegh variously calls ‘Conceipt’, 'Affection', 
and ‘Desire’ on the one hand and ‘perfect love’, a genuine ‘passion of 
the mind’ on the other. There arc many possible varieties of logical 
structure; this poem is not constructed in the same manner as the 
Delia somiet xxix. Ralcgli divides up his subject and bases his proof on 
three initial propositions of a sententious kind: about Conceipt (‘Con- 
ccipt begotten by the eyes Is quickly bom, and quickly dies’), about 
Aflcction (‘Affection follows Fortune’s wheels’), and about Desire 
(‘Desire himself runs our of breath And getting, doth but gain his 
death’). His business is to elucidate and develop each one of these so 
that the poem moves in a dialectical order. Development and elucida¬ 
tion is managed by die use oi similitudes (m die first and fourth 
stanzas here quoted) which direct our attention to common elements 
that help to dehne Conceipt ;md Desire, and by personification, not 
for the sake of its quaintness or beauty onJy, but because to present 
Affection and Desire in terms of behaviour is a clear and cogent way 
of defining their nature and so of amplilying the proposition: 

For as tlic seeds in spring time sown, 
r)ic in the ground cre they be grown, 

Sucli is conceipt, whose rooting fails. 

As child that in the cradle quails, 

C)r else within the mother’s womb, 

Hath his beginning, and his tomb. 

Affection follows Fortune's wheels; 

And soon is shaken from her heels; 

For following beauty or cst.ite, 

Her liking still is tunf'd to hate. 

For all affections have their change. 

And fancy only loves to range. 

Desire himself runs out of breath, 

And getting, doth but gain his death. 

Desire, nor reason hath, nor rest, 

And blind doth seldom choose the best. 

Desire attain’d is not desire. 

But as the cinders of the fire. 
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As ships in ports desir’d are drown’d. 

As fruit once ripe, then falls to ground. 

As flics that seek for flames, are brought 
To cinders by the flames they sought: 

So fond Desire when it attains — 

The life expires, the woe remains. 

A fmal stanza clinches the proof with a contemptuous dismissal of 
other poets’ attempts to equate Affection (Desire) with Love - ‘As if 
wild beasts and men did seek. To like, to love, to choose alike!’ A 
similarly controlled argument will be found in other poems by 
Ralegh, such as The Excuse (no. ix), I'he Nymphos Reply to the Shep¬ 
herd (no. xvi), and The Advice (no. xv). 


We have seen that expectations of formal control and of a purpose¬ 
fully evaluative handling of emotion may justly be brought to the 
reading of Ralcgli's and Daniers poetry. It is worth while to examine 
what is perhaps the most admired of Ralegh’s poems with these and 
other elements in mind. This is ‘The Passionate Man’s Pilgrimage: 
supposed to be written by one at the point of death’ (‘Give me my 
Scallop shell of quiet no. xxx in Miss Latham’s edition); it may 
well have been composed in November-Dccember 1603, when 
Ralegh was expecting death on the scaffold.^ 

‘A man awaits his end Dreading and hoping all’, wrote Yeats. In 
Ralegh’s poem, the passionate man’s dread and hope have already 
been transformed into two not uncommon ideas, which have, how¬ 
ever, to be stated as figures: (1) The soul is like a pilgrim, (2) Heaven 
is hke a court of justice. These arc tlie very bases of tlic poem; beyond 
them is nothing and they cannot be further reduced. A search for 
‘sincerity’ which tries to look beneath them for untransmuted feeling 
is likely to be baffled. It is worth noting, too, that these basic ideas 
are themselves figures, and, except as figures, cannot come to life at 
all. Ralegh’s method is to build liis poem upon them, continuing each 
metaphor and making each additional detail contribute to our grasp 
of them, after the marmer of the allcgorist. Structurally, then, the 
poem consists of two continued metaphors wliich are brought to a 
close in a final prayer (47-58) whose two pleas, to Christ to act as the 
sinner’s advocate and to God to make the soul fit for the pilgrimage. 
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link the prayer to the allegories (the pilgrim’s journey and the heavenly 
court of justice) that have preceded it. 

‘Poetry is of all rcligioas: and popery is a very poetical one’, com¬ 
mented Thomas Wartoii. In his first stanza Ralegh, though no papist, 
boldly wrests the traditional attributes of the pilgrim - shell, staff, 
scrip, flask, and gown - to continue and enlarge the metaph('>r of the 
pilgrim-soul. The pilgrim is rhetorically ‘divided’ and each attribute 
is coupled to an abstract - quiet, faitli, joy, salvation, glory. These 
point inward, not at the seen pilgrim in all his particularity, but at the 
unseen meaning of his attributes, now transformed to emblems. The 
next two stanzas send the pilgrun soul forth through a strange post- 
moricm vale of soul-making. The meeting with other souls after death 
and the refreshment in that state wMth the waters of immortality sug¬ 
gests a fusion of Christian with Platonic ideas: Ralegh crosses the con¬ 
ception of the pilgrimage of man’s soul in this life (found in the 
medieval sermon, in Spenser, George Herbert, and Henry More, and 
culminating in Bunyan) with the idea of the soul’s purification in 
another life. The image of the thirsty soul has, of course, Biblical 
analogies; and what may strike us as the occasional flondity of the 
language (‘silver mountains’, ‘Nectar fountains’, ‘milkcn hill’) has a 
few parallels in immediately contemporary' devotional poetry (in 
Southwell, and in Sir John Davies’s account in Nosir Tcipsum of the 
soul drinking nectar in the presence of God), but more nearly antici¬ 
pates the manner of their successors (for example, Crashaw’s para¬ 
phrase of Psalm xxiii). The saints drawing sweetness from the wells 
with crystal buckets suggests that Ralegh is thinking on the same lines 
as the makers of contemporary emblem-books. 

In the fourth stanza the soul reaches the courts of heaven wliich 
glitter with jewels (.see Revelation xxi. 17-21 and the Red Cross 
knight’s vision of the heavenly Jerusalem in The faerie Quccne, i. x. 
55: there is a purifying well in Spenser’s eleventh canto w'hich may 
also have been suggestive to Ralegh). Once there, it proceeds to the 
hall where the trial is to take place. Although there may be medieval 
and homiletic analogies to this description, here is no apocalyptic Last 
Judgement with Christ as the Judge, such as wc find in religious art of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, in The Pricke of Conscience or 
the miracle cycles; instead, Clirist is imagined not as the Judge but as 
an advocate pleading before the court. The wit with wliich the meta- 
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phor is continued lies in the contrast between tliis upright lawyer and 
the corrupt accusers of cartlily courts: all the figures (the jury of sins, 
the verdict, the ‘pleading* Christ as ‘King’s Attorney*) point inwards 
at the metaphor ‘Heaven is like a court of justice*, but again it is not 
the seen court that is indicated but tlic idea ‘In Heaven there is true 
justice, not found on earth*. The persuasive coherence of the scheme 
of judicial trappings, as in the case of the pilgrim’s attributes, directs 
attention not towards their concreteness as things but towards their 
emblematic function: each detail brings out the inner meaning of the 
whole comparison. 

A great poem such as this needs longer discussion, for it contains 
confusions as well as clarities.** But perhaps it is most remarkable for 
what M. Janelle, in discussing Southwell, has named ‘spiritual 
optimism*. The process of purification and judgement quite lacks the 
grimness that informs Purgatory and Apocalypse as well as the 
Platonic after-life as described by Er at the end of The Republic. There 
is little trace of the determined emphasis on sin wliich prevails in the 
contemporary devotional poetry of Grcville, Constable, or Donne. 
The dying Elizabethan was enjoined to think upon his hardly eradi- 
cable taint of sin and repent it in many exercises before he was allowed 
to hope for heaven." If Ralegh reaUy wrote the poem in the Tower in 
1603, he must have done so very near indeed to the day when the 
reprieve arrived to postpone the end. 


A good deal of Daniel’s later work belongs to what W. B. C. Wat¬ 
kins has called ‘poetry’s lost provinces’, and deserves recovery. There 
is no space to speak here of liis Musophilus (1599) or his Poetical 
Epistles (1604), although they show a continued capacity to use 
figurative language to enforce doctrine and moral discriminations. 
He also wrote eight books of The Civil Wars between the Two Houses 
of Lancaster and York (1595-1609), and it may have been this poem 
that induced Jonson to call Daniel ‘no poet’ and Drayton to describe 
him as ‘too much historian in verse*. None the less, even in this work 
Daniel is continually ‘beautifying [his history] for further teaching 
and more dehghting*, pointing continually at his ‘universal Doctrine* 
(the danger of civU war), re-shaping reigns to bring out this pattern, 
and elevating liis subject with epic figures. It was perhaps his Dedi- 
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catory Epistle (1609) that riled Jonson, for in that he seems to value 
historical accuracy more than the ‘enlarging every thing as a poct\ 
and is shamefaced about ‘poetical licence*. His part in the contempor¬ 
ary ‘transition to prose*, pointed out by Thomas Gray in a severe 
essay, is signalized by his announcement in this Epistle of his last pro¬ 
ject, the prose History of England (1617). Daniel was moving with the 
Baconian times and could no longer follow Sidney in his contempt for 
the historian*s ‘bare lVas\ But our theme may be more fittingly con¬ 
cluded with a reminder that even that feeblest of Elizabethan de¬ 
votional poets, Henry Lok, writing in 1597, could repeat as a common¬ 
place that poetry*s virtue consists in its ‘contriving significativcly in 
few words much matter*. It is in that word significatively that there 
lies the force of the great tradition of poetry that reaches from 
Spenser to Donne. 


NOTES 

I. Ralegh’s ‘atheism’ and scepticism have been much speculated upon, be¬ 
cause the subject has connexions with Shakespeare, Marlowe, Chapman, and 
the so-called ‘School of Night’, supposed to have been a group of poets, 
scientists, and noblemen who took ‘Night’ as their symbol for a deep know¬ 
ledge hid from the vulgar, and were interested in heterodox ideas that may 
have aroused suspicion amongst officials and the ignorant. The exunt evidence 
for the existence of such a group is shaky (see E. Strathmann, ‘The Textual 
Evidence for “The School of Night” ’, Modern Language Notes, Ivi, 1941), but 
some believe that Shakespeare’s Lovers Labour's Lost contains an attack on it and 
that Chapman’s first poem, The Shadow of Night is in part a ‘manifesto’ 

of the school, which may have included Ralegh, Marlowe, Chapnun, Chap¬ 
man’s friend the poet Matthew Roydon, and the famous astxoijomer Thomas 
Hariot amongst its ‘members’. (For discussion, sec, for example, I'he School of 
Night (1936), by M. C. Bradbrook ; A Study of Love's Labour's Lost (1936), by 
F. A. Yates; Ralegh and Marlowe (1941), by E. G. Clark; Christopher Marlowe 
(1946), by P. Kocher; in 'Chapman’s Shadow of Night: an Interpretation’, 
Studies in Philology XXXVIil (1941), Roy W. Battcnhousc shows that it is not 
essential to read the poem as having any bearing on the ‘School’). Ralegh was 
certainly suspected, however, of encouraging atheistical and heretical notioni 
down at his Dorset estate at Sherborne, but nothing thought worth further 
action emerged from an inquiry conducted by a government ecclesiastical 
commission in March 1594 at Ceme Abbas. (The evidence uken before the 
commission, which provides a very fascinating sidelight on the Elizabethan 
age, is conveniently reprinted as Appendix III in G. B. Harrison’s edition of 
the anonymous poem Willobie his Avisa, 1^94, Bodlcy Head Quartos, 1926). 
Aubrey {Brief Lives, cd. Powell, 1949, 329) says that Ralegh’s repuution was 
blackened with the charge of‘atheism’, but adds, ‘but he was a bold man, and 
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would venture at discourse which was unpleasant to chu^ch-mcn^ E. Strath- 
mann in ‘Sir Walter Ralegh on Natural Philosophy’, Modem Language 
Quarterly, i (1940), and ‘The History of the World and Raleigh’s Skepticism’, 
Huntington Library Quarterly, iii (1939-40), further shows that Ralegh’s repu¬ 
tation as ‘atheist’ is not coJifirmcd by anything in his extant writings. Pro¬ 
fessor Stratlmiann has now (1951) incorporated this material in his important 
study of Ralegh’s intellectual background, Sir Walter Ralegh: a Study in 
Elizabethan Skepticism (New York). 

2. Ralegh also meditated on the emptiness of ambition, on great men and 
fame, and on the queer problem of the 'man of action’ in The History of the 
World (see especially the Preface; Book II, xiii. 7 and Book IV, ii. 3). 

3. The History of the World, Book IV, ii. 17. Ralegh quotes Philotas, III. 
ii. iiio f. (cd. Michel, 1949, 131). 

4. The problems of the character and date of this poem have been most re¬ 
cently discussed by A. M. Buchan, ‘Ralegh’s Cyntliia - Fact or Legend?’, in 
Modern Language Quarterly, i (1940). 

5. The poem is accessible in many collections; I have, therefore, not thought 
it necessary to quote largely from it here. Note, however, that the Oxford Book 
of English Verse presents an outrageously mutilated version, 

6. For a poem by Ralegh whic h seems to lack the high degree of coherence 
in the allegorical scheme found in ‘The Passionate Man’s Pilgrimage’ sec the 
first tlirec stanzas of‘Nature that wash’d her hands in milk’ (no. .xx). 

7. See Beach Langston, 'Essex and the Art of Dying’, in Huntington Library 
Quarterly, xiii (1949-50). 
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There was a time, not so long ago, when it was common to be en¬ 
raptured by all that Elizabethan dramatists had achieved, despite the 
imperfections of their stages; this was how the situation presented it¬ 
self to lovers of the theatre in the days when the new techniques of 
naturalist production seemed to be combining with a new school of 
playwrights to usher in another golden age of English drama. But a 
reaction followed when it became clear that there was no rebirth of 
poetic plays, and when the passion for live rabbits, genuine antique 
Renaissance fireplaces, and solid Roman statuary showed itself as a 
liindrancc rather than a help to the intelligent and sensitive com¬ 
munication of the poetic quality of Shakespeare. Now opinion swung 
to the other extreme, and on many sides the cry was raised that the 
various Elizabethan stages, usually referred to as ‘the Elizabethan plat¬ 
form stage’, stand out in the history of the drama as the most perfect 
and efficient instrument for a dramatist’s imagination that he could 
ever desire at any time. Neither of these views is indisputable, though 
each holds an element of truth; that becomes clear when we start to 
consider more than the structure and decoration of the stages them¬ 
selves and their properties or lack of properties, and turn our atten¬ 
tion to the technique of acting and declamation, the attitude of actors, 
dramatists, and audiences alike to drama - what they all considered 
to be the essence of an audience’s enjoyment, and how tliat was best 
to be provided. 

It is therefore necessary, before we examine the physical conditions 
of Elizabethan staging, to learn to understand the attitude of the 
Elizabethans themselves towards the art which, either as audience, 
playwright, or actor, they patronized with a success that has excited the 
amazement (even if not always adulatory) of following generations. 

First, we must realize that consistent naturalism as we understand 
it, even in its most rudimentary form, had not touched the English 
theatre. Consistent naturalism, as distina from sporadic realism, 
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dates from the publication in 1570 of a commentary on Aristotle's 
Poetics written by the Italian, Lodovico Castclvetro. There for the 
first time we find a consistent deployment of reasoning with wliich 
the next three centuries became more and more familiar: in essence 
the argument depends on our accepting Aristotle’s doctrine of 
mimesis as a declaration that it is the duty of an artist to iniimte die 
phenomena of nature as closely as possible in his medium. It then fol¬ 
lows that drama, with its staging and actors as well as dialogue, is die 
art in which mimesis can be most effectively achieved. It is thus the 
duty of the dramatist, the argument continues, to present on the stage 
a picture of men and women behaving as they would in real life; or, 
in other words, the dramatist is to ask us to imagine a story as the re¬ 
sult of watching and listening to human beings who appear and sound 
exactly as would their counterparts if the same situations were to take 
place off die stage in real life. 

In Castelvctro’s day, however, theatrical taste would not tolerate 
plain naturalistic prose; wc do not fmd that even in the popular Eng¬ 
lish theatres, for die prose of Shakespeare and his fcUows is far from 
plain or naturahstic. Nevertheless, the Italian critic started the con¬ 
sistent development of die theatre to the point at which in the later 
nineteenth century it became normal to use words on the stage ap¬ 
parently only as they arc used off the stage in contemporary life. And 
at the bottom of centuries of theorizing and of the resultant practice 
lies the insistence that notliing less than Aristotle’s authority demands 
diat art shall imitate life as closely as possible, the artist aiming always 
to induce liis audience to respond as if they were wimessing the 
natural phenomenon and not the imitation. 

But there existed another theory of art, both in Renaissance Europe 
and in the England in which Shakespeare and Marlowe were edu¬ 
cated and learnt and mastered their art of drama; according to this 
the dramatist - like any other artist - used his medium to express what 
was in his mind. The play is an imagined story which also records his 
own individual reaction towards the persons and situations he was 
imagining; not merely the emotions wliich lie imagined in their 
minds, but liis own emotions as he imagined theirs. Once tliis was 
done, if it was done properly, wc, the audiences, could be inspired 
by the words in wliich he has recorded his thoughts and feelings 
to imagine in turn, with reactions as close to liis as our individual 
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personalities and the interpretation of the performen will permit. 

Obviously the quality of performance is an important element for 
success; but even before they can start to communicate the poet's 
imaginings, performers are defeated if their audience has been con¬ 
ditioned to expect anything but the speech and behaviour which the 
dramatist’s work demands. And it is very evident that Elizabethan 
drama demands that an audience be prepared to imagine with the 
poet as the result of seeing and hearing a great deal on the stage that is 
unlike what happens off it. The Elizabethans responded to plays in 
wliich some parts are like hfe as wc know it outside theatres, but in 
which there is much that camiot be experienced except m the perfonn- 
ance or reading of a play. Characters soliloquize, indulge in apos¬ 
trophe, and other ‘unrealistic’ behaviour as it suits the needs of the 
author to express and communicate his play. It was because the Ehza- 
bethans were untouched by theories of an wdiich prevented their re¬ 
sponding tliat their stages were suitable to the needs of the playwrights. 

Where Castelvetro’s followers abroad speak of the need to deceive 
the audience at the play, those who disagreed with turn in Europe, like 
our own Elizabethans, are concerned with the fact that an audience 
must be induced to imagine with a poet’s sensibility; and it is not 
until the middle of the seventeenth century that we find any trace of 
consistent naturalism in England. What is possibly the first example 
comes in the defence of drama given by Aristophanes in the well- 
known Declamations, which Davenant persuaded the Commonwealth 
authorities to allow him to stage at Rutland House in 1657. 

Diogenes objects: 

But you may find it more profitable to retire to your Houses, 
and there study how to gain by deceiving others, than to meet 
in Theatres, where you must pay for suffering your selves to 
be deceived. 

To this Aristophanes retorts: 

Is it not tlic safest and shortest way to understanding, when 
you are brought to see vast Secs and Provinces, Fleets, Armies, 
and Forts, without the Hazards of a Voyage, or Pains of a 
long March? Nor is that deception where we arc prepar’d and 
consent to be deceiv’d. Nor is there much loss in that deceit, 
where we gain some variety of experience by a short journey 
of the sight 


149 



PAItT THUEB 

A few yean later (1672) Dryden also gives 'deception* as the drama¬ 
tist's aim, when in his O/" Heroic Plays^ An Essay, he defends the 
trumpets, drums, cannon and noises off as essential means: 

to raise the imagination of the audience, and to persuade them, 
for the time, that what they behold in the theatre is really 
performed. The poet is then to endeavour an absolute domin¬ 
ion over the minds of the spectators; for though our fancy 
will contribute to its own deceit, yet a writer ought to help its 
operation. 

Arguments of this kind do not even occur to those who defend 
drama in the years before the theatres were closed in 1642. The 
Puritans often objected to what they called the deception practised in 
the theatre; but instead of trying to prove this ‘deception' harmless, 
such defenders as Sir Philip Sidney explained, quite rightly, that de¬ 
ception is not involved in aesthetic experience. In the famous passage 
in An Apology for Poetry (1595), he says that even children are not de¬ 
ceived at a play, how ridiculous then is it to suggest that grown men 
and women are imposed upon; it is not the business of the dramatic 
or of any other kind of poet ‘to conjure you with circles about your 
imagination, to believe for true what he writes'. 

The same stand is taken by Sir Richard Baker, and against the same 
attack. He was, among other things, an historian who patronized the 
popular players with much enthusiasm. In his Chronicles of the Kings 
of England (1643), he concludes an account of the worthies of Queen 
Elizabedh's reign with the following note: 

After such men, it might be thought ridiculous to speak of 
Stage Players; but seeing excellency in the meanest things de¬ 
serves remembering, and Roscius the Comedian is recorded in 
History with such commendation, it may be allowed us to 
do the like with some of our Nation. Richard Bourbidge, and 
Edward Allen, two such Acton, as no age must ever look to sec 
the like; and, to make their Comedies complete, Richard 
Tarleton, who for the Part called the Clown’s Part, never had 
his match, never will have. For Writen of Plays, and such 
as had been Players themselves, William Shakespeare, and 
Benjamin Jonson, have especially left their names recommended 
to Posterity. 
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Baker showed his devotion to these men and their art yet more 
strongly in his Thcatmm Triumphans or A Discourse of PlaySy which 
obviously must have been written before he died in 1645, but, owing 
probably to tlic unpropitious times, was not published until 1662. 
Here he defends the players: 

For, seeing that, which they do, is not done to Circumvent but 
to Represent \ not to Deceive others, but to make others 
Conceive. 

Baker has something to say about the technique of the actors, when 
as servants of the dramatist they used all their skdi ‘to make otlicrs 
Conceive*. ‘What scurrility*, he asks, ‘was ever heard to come from 
the mouths of the best Actors of our Time, AlJctty and Bourhidgei yet 
what Play was ever so pleasing, as where tlicir Parts had the greatest 
part?’ And liis next statement shows that the popular audiences were 
entertained by performances conceived in exactly the same spirit as 
we fmd in academic accounts of the drama in Elizabeth’s England: 

For, it is not the scurrility, and ribaldry, that gives the content¬ 
ment, as he foolishly imagines, and falsely suggests; but it is 
the Ingeniousness of the Speech, when it is fitted to the Person, 
and the Gracefulness of the Action, when it is fitted to the 
Speech; and therefore a Play read, hath not half the pleasure of 
a Play Acted: for though it have the pleasure of ingenious 
Speeches; yet it w^ants the pleasure of Graceful Action: and we 
may well acknowledge, that Gracefulness of Action, is the great¬ 
est pleasure of a Play: seeing it is the greatest pleasure of (the 
Art of pleasure) Rhetoric: in which we may be bold to say; 
that never had been so good Orators, if there had not been 
first Players. 

By ‘Action’, Baker meant the same as Shakespeare in the speech in 
which Hamlet marvels ironically at the alleged perfections of Man: 
*In Action, how like an Angel!’ (n. ii). This is the term used in the 
Renaissance - as earlier - of gesture and appearance, of stance, poise, 
animation of body, head, hmbs, into which is translated the very 
spirit of the person at whom we gaze. Within this wide meaning, 
‘action’ was used in a more specialized sense to denote tlie use of the 
voice, face, body, and Umbs in the art of stage-playing and in 
rhetorical delivery. The word ‘pronunciation’ coidd also be used 
synonymously with ‘action’ of die art, which had been taught in one 
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form or another in Greece and Rome, and throughout the Middle 
Ages as rhetorical delivery, and which was a very important clement 
of English Renaissance schooling, and indeed of the culture of Tudor 
and Stuart England. 

It is now clear to us today that rhetorical delivery, known as 
‘action’ and ‘pronunciation’, was more than a mere technique of 
flamboyant expression; to the centuries in which it was practised, it 
was as much a part of full expression and communication of thought 
and emotion as the voice alone to us in modem days. The Eliza¬ 
bethans held that if what is in our minds is to be communicated to 
others, it is not enough only to pick the perfect style of expression as 
we compose our thoughts into words; we must also ensure that these 
words arc received by those to whom we speak in such a manner that 
they are able to share our individual sensibilities. It was for this reason 
that boys were taught to ‘pronounce’ in Renaissance schools and 
universities, not simply for the professional use of those who were to 
be lawyers, preachers, actors, and other public speaken, but as an 
essential accomplishment for everybody who aspired to become as 
completely articulate as befitted a civilized man. 

To master rhetorical delivery meant an arduous and lengthy train¬ 
ing in the control of every limb, of the voice and breathing, of the 
face and features. From what is written about the art in all ages we 
can distinguish two separate techniques, which were, however and 
this must be emphasized - fused inseparably in practice. First, the 
speaker who was to express emotion must be able to mime; and 
second, he had to enable liis listeners to experience the literary 
quality of what was pronounced, for only tlirough that experience 
was it possible for them to become completely aware of the exaa 
nature of what he was actually saying. Similarly, we today are 
enabled to experience the musical quality of what is played and 
sung in opera, no matter how full of incident the story may happen 
to be. 

As emotion is fused with, or rather is expressed in, the quality of a 
writer’s style, the two techniques of Renaissance acting arc equally 
fused in practice, when they extend and support one another. And it 
would be correct to say that so close is the fusion that it is impossible 
to express adequately the emotion recorded in Elizabethan verse and 
prose, in and out of drama, unless you are aware of the fashioning of 
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the Structure of words as a reiationsliip of thought, emotion, and 
want, which is also a relationship of articulate sound. 

Tliis statement ought not to be regarded as an attack on modem 
acting; but acting as we know it at the moment must be adapted^ if it 
is to deal adequately with Renaissance drama; both our ear and our 
delivery need polisliing if we arc to do justice to any prose or verse 
written in England before 1800. But here wc are not considering what 
an Elizabethan actor actually did; it is not possible to reconstruct the 
individual details into the continuous flow of sustained acting; yet by 
looking at the text of any Elizabethan play and following Renaissance 
directions such as arc to be foimd in Abraham Fraunce’s Arcadian 
Rhetoric (1588), we can thstinguish witliin the literary structure the 
words which are to be emphasized, so that wc can produce their 
musical, rhythmic, and emotional qualities, but in a modern way. 

The closet scene in Hamlet (iii. iv) shows the Prince opening his 
mother’s eyes to the real quality of her second husband. Hamlet tells 
her sarcastically to warn Claudius if slic likes to risk her own neck, 
and she replies: 

Be thou assur’d, if words be made of breath. 

And breath of life, I have no life to breathe 
Wliat thou hast said to me. 

The urgency of her assurance, the breathless resolution, the desperate 
insistence that her son must believe her now that her eyes are opened, 
all this meaning and emotion has been composed into the figure of 
climax: step by step it rises with ‘words’ balanced against ‘breath’; 
‘breath’ is repeated to be balanced against ‘life’ to bring us to the top 
of the ascent; and then with the repetition of‘life’, one swift, forceful 
denial speaks from the Queen’s very soul. But the words are none 
the less sincere and natural in their emotion for the fact that another 
figure is employed to vary the music of the line, with ‘breathe* 
substituted for ‘breath*; and instead of‘words* with which the pattern 
began, wc have at its close the far more expressive periphrasis ‘What 
thou hast said to me*. 

Exactly what the boy artor did, or exactly how he sounded as he 
spoke these lines, we cannot say; yet we can be certain that as a result 
of his ‘action* or ‘pronunciation*, of his speaking and his gesture, the 
audience responded to the presence of the figurative pattern, in- 
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eluding those who were unable to identify it. Elizabethan acting was 
not an esoteric art; there was no need to learn any mysteries of sym¬ 
bolism to respond to it; its symbols arc plain and obvious to all who 
behold them, even today. And in Elizabeth’s day, we arc assured by 
Renaissance authorities, it was possible for people who did not under¬ 
stand an author’s words completely to respond satisfactorily none 
the less, thanks to the style of acting. This made the spectators aware 
of everything that is latent in the text, the quality of the literature, 
and the strength and variety of emotion. 

It was, tiien, as the result of Elizabethan acting that Shakespeare, 
Marlowe, and their fellows could rely on a response to literature in 
the playhouse; but this docs not mean that the passions and charac¬ 
terization were sacrificed. Works on the subject in the Renaissance 
stress repeatedly the essential importance of a life-like representation 
of the passions without which, they argue, it is impossible for an 
orator to sway his listeners and for an actor to affect his audience. The 
whole style was more flamboyantly expressive than we commonly 
find on our modem stage. In anger the brows were gathered in a 
menacing frown, teeth clenched, the right fist shaken, the feet 
stamped to reinforce the violence of emotion; yet here again is 
nothing that a modern audience would find obscure, and so it is with 
the other emotions. The great difference between modem and EUza- 
bethan emotional aaing lies in the greater expressiveness of the old 
style; its gesture and speaking were often incompatible with modem 
notions of civilized adult behavioiu*. 

What an Elizabethan actor - Burbage or Taylor - could do with a 
passionate speech is described for us by Shakespeare in one of Ham¬ 
let’s soliloquies: 

Is it not monstrous that this player here, 

But in a fiction, in a dream of passion. 

Could force liis soul so to his own conceit 
That from her working all his visage wanned; 

Tears in his eyes, distraction in's aspect, 

A broken voice, and his whole function suiting 
With forms to his conceit? 

(n. ii) 

Today we might wonder whether all these things could m fact 
occur, especially the cliangc of colour, the face going wan. But 
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descriptions of acting continue to have such details well into the 
nineteenth century, and the present author knows of acton to whom 
these things happen today.* 

In this soliloquy Hamlet touches upon another aspect of stage¬ 
playing which is often mentioned in the Renaissance. He asks *Is it 
not monstrous* that the player can do all this when he suits Iiis 
‘forms* to what he is imagining f And there is something uncanny in 
the Elizabethan actor’s power to turn himself into something imagin¬ 
ary with such utter conviction and lack of restraint. As Hamlet says: 

.. And all for nothing! 

For Hecuba? 

What’s Hecuba to him or he to Hecuba, 

That he should weep for her? 

In real life the Elizabethans believed that it was literally monstrous, 
unnatural, for a man to show in his ‘action’ a spirit which was not 
really within. In an age which believed in the tcacliings of physiog¬ 
nomy, it was held natural to express in outer show the true quahty of 
spirit, of thought and feeling, that lay within. Evil ought to be visible 
in the appearance and deeds of an evil man, and goodness similarly in 
the good. To express in outer show a goodness or an evil which is not 
really in the character was to the Ehzabethan way of thinking to be a 
hypocrite. But that is just what an actor has to do; he has to suit his 
forms to his own conceit, to the conceptions of his imagination; the 
imagination, which is liberated in dreams, is also set free when a 
player aas a passion ‘in a dream of passion*. The aaor shows feelings 
which arc supposed to be those of an imaginary character; they arc 
his own and they come from an inner reality; but he is not what he 
gives out to be, the character come to life; he is appearing to be what 
he is not. That is why opponents of the theatre in the Renaissance 
often refer to stage-players as hypocrites. 

Where the enemies of the stage went astray was in assuming that it 
is the business of the actor to deceive; for in actual fact the Elizabethan 
actor, at his most passionate, was doing nothing more than inducing 
his spectators to respond to what the dramatist had recorded in the 
text of the play. Everything depended on suiting the action to the 
word; that is why this point is stressed when Hamlet gives the famous 
instructions to the players. By ‘action’ Shakespeare meant that use of 
the voice and body which Baker, as we have seen, called ‘the greatest 
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pleasure of a P/a/: seeing it is the greatest pleasure of (the Art of 
pleasure) Rhetoric*, And what Hanilet tells the players about acting 
can be found over and over again in works on rhetorical delivery 
from the time of Cicero until the late nineteenth century. The art was 
practised as the result of a consistent attitude towards the problem 
involved in expressing and communicating thought in every age. 
What we call composition today, the art of expressing oneself in 
language, was known throughout the Middle Ages and Renaissance 
as ‘rhetoric*; moreover, that was the name under which composition 
was taught; and the teaching included all kinds of literary composi¬ 
tion, fiction and non-fiction, history-writing and oratory, poetry - 
both dramatic and non-dramatic - of every type. Teaching included 
the learning of the various figures, the acquiring of an ability to 
recognize and respond to them in others* work, and to use them in 
one’s own writing in practice. As a result of this teaching, we fmd the 
various figures already remarked upon in Gertrude’s speech, figures 
which would not go unnoticed when the play was performed by the 
original Shakespeare company. 

There is again nothing mysterious, obscure, or esoteric about 
Shakespeare’s use of figures, or about their use by any other popular 
dramatist. It is what we should expect once we realize what the Re¬ 
naissance meant by ‘rhetoric*. Style, which includes the figures, is the 
result of expressing ideas perfectly, but it must itself be tninsmittcd to 
the audience if they are to appreciate exactly what is being expressed; 
and here delivery becomes the link, both in oratory and in acting. 

Renaissance treatments commonly divide delivery into voice and 
gesture, a convenient division for us to follow. The voice was care¬ 
fully trained by means of exercises similar to those used by modem 
opera singers. Nothing can be said dogmatically of the quality of 
sound produced.^ But one of the points made by Hamlet is often 
found in the usual authorities of the time - that the words should be 
spoken ‘trippingly on the tongue*. To do this it was necessary to pre¬ 
serve the quality of rising and falling infiections inherent in the nature 
of the English language; and one important result was that the indi¬ 
vidual words and syllables of Elizabethan verse received the correct 
emotional and meaningful stresses and emphases, without any sacri¬ 
fice of metrical variation. Verse is thus spoken as verse without 
becoming monotonous or meaningless. 

156 



THE ELIZABETHAN STAGE AND ACTING 

When we come to the details of gesture, the position is far simpler. 
Numerous Renaissance works supply accounts of the use of head, 
face, trunk, legs, feet, and especially of hand, arm, and fingers. The 
gesture of the hand or ‘manual rhetoric* was considered to be essential 
to good acting. Wc can often read that without the hand the gesture 
is nothing; and so important was the teclmique that the physician, 
John Bulwer, included in his two treatises, Chirolojiia and Chirortomia 
(1644), plates showing individual gestures to illustrate his copious ac¬ 
counts of what ought to be done. 

A very important point that emerges from a study of the Eliza¬ 
bethan attitude to drama and the Renaissance art of acting is that 
there was no possibility of interpreting a part in the modem sense. 
The position was much the same as with the performance of music 
and with singing today; the performer in each case puts his teclinical 
ability at the disposal of the artist; like musicians and singers, the 
stylized Elizabethan actor had to use his imagination to understand 
the artist’s intention but that can be easily perceived in the work of 
art. Once a part was set it could have been played with exactly the 
same end in view by any number of actors; and the available evidence 
suggests very strongly that this was the usual practice. 

When wc consider the implications of the term ‘st)dized* as used of 
Elizabethan acting, wc see more clearly why it was possible for a boy 
to give a satisfactory rendering of a woman’s part. He had only to 
perform, to ‘pronounce* the text correctly; that means to communi¬ 
cate in his voice and gesture the thought, emotion, and objective ex¬ 
pressed in the words. Then character formed itself automatically; it 
was already recorded in the author’s text. A trained actor who under¬ 
stood the principles of speaking and punctuation could run over a 
piece of dialogue in the way that a musician runs over a score; the 
directions were plain and easily followed. That is probably the reason 
why Ben Jonson continually corrected his plays, improving his punc¬ 
tuation until it could give the actors clear guidance for ‘pronuncia¬ 
tion’ which would always preserve those quahtics of his style in which 
he felt he excelled the other popular dramatists. 

In this theatre, with these techniques and the Renaissance attitude 
to drama alive in all who had to do wdth the stage, it is no wonder 
that boys were able to perform adult male as well as female parts in 
serious drama. There is nothing particularly juvenile about Bussy 
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D’Ambois, The Faum, or The Malcontent, yet these fuU-blooded adult 
dramas sidth their atmospheres of violence, horror, and evil pas¬ 
sions, were played by boys. It is possible, as ShaJtes,^are suggests in 
Hamlet, that the boy companies were more of a passing fashjon than 
an adequate artistic alternative to the adult companies; but wc must 
remember that the gibe about ‘little eyases was probably occasioned 
by a sudden surge of popular interest when the children s conipamcs 
were resuscitated at the end of the sixteenth century, after about ten 
years in which there is little record of their having attracted attention. 

There are good grounds for any study of the Ehzabethan stage to 
begin with the child actors. As soon as wc consider their art wc arc 
brought into immediate contact with the essential quality of Eliza¬ 
bethan drama as a whole: it seeks not to deceive but to make others 
conceive; it is the actor's part to represent, to suggest, to stimulate, 
not to imitate a real person but to represent an imaginary one. All 
that was needed was a text, some bodies and voices trained to make 
us imagine what was in it, and a space on which the voices and bodies 
could be used. The essence of the play was recorded in the author's 
text, and ‘Pronunciation’, with its traditional techniques, translated 
that essence into living flesh and blood and voices, into what was then 
called ‘lively action’. The stage and the scenery were incidentals, the 
actors, whether boys or men, were instnimcnts and instrumentahsts 
at the same time; and everything was subordinated to one end, to 
making the audience realize the quality and all the impheations of a 
dramatic text in the theatre. It was for that reason that a schoolmaster 
like Thomas Godwin of Abingdon could say of scenery and dancing 
that they ‘arc not so truly parts, as accidental ornaments added to 
beautify the plays'. He adds, talking of tragedy and comedy: 

The partes circumstantes, or accidental ornaments were 
four, common to both, Titulus, Cantus, Saltatio, Apparatus, 
i. the title of the play, Music, Dancing and the beautifying 
of the scene. By the Scene in this place, I understand the par¬ 
tition between the players' vestry, and the stage or scaffold. 

Although the title of Godwin's work, published in 1614, is Roman 
Antiquities, he seems to be thinking in terms of Ehzabethan theatrical 
architecture with his reference to ‘the partition between the playcn' 
vestry, and the stage or scaffold'. For in the various Ehzabethan 
theatres, the playcn aaed on a stage or scaffold, with the partition 
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behind them, and the Vestry* or ‘tiring-house* behind that. This is the 
basis of Elizabethan staging,* whatever variations may have been 
elaborated upon it; and they were many, for what we call ‘the Eliza¬ 
bethan platform stage’ refers to a number of different stages in the 
open air and indoors, public and private. All, however, agree in one 
particular - they were neither designed nor used in such a way that 
they impeded the actor’s performance of his real duty, the ‘enliven¬ 
ing’ of words with ‘action’. 

The great difference between a platform stage and a picture-frame 
stage lies in the relationsliip of the actor to liis audience. It is not 
merely a matter of realism or lack of realism: unrealistic tcclmiques 
beliind a proscenium arch still do not expose the actor to the same 
tests, nor give him the same opportunities, as a position in which he 
can be observed from all sides simultaneously. The result is that 
spectators in different positions are given quite a different picture, al¬ 
though they hear the same words. The actor’s technique must there¬ 
fore become mobile and uninhibited enough to extend the qualities 
of the text instead of presenting the appearance of speaking as a man 
might off the stage in real life. Whether performance took place in 
public theatres, indoor or outdoor, in private theatres, at Court, or 
in noblemen’s halls, the primary duty of the actor was to induce the 
audience to imagine an equivalent of what the author had himself 
imagined and recorded in his text. 

In all types of Elizabethan places of performance certain conditions 
were the same. The scenery represented and suggested, it did not imi¬ 
tate to deceive. The scene of action could change without holding up 
the play; indoor and outdoor sccncrs could follow one another swiftly 
and without confusion, and acting could take place on more than one 
level. The great difference between the outdoor theatres and the 
‘private houses’ and halls was one of lighting. At the Globe, the Cur¬ 
tain, the Red Bull, and other playhouses open to the sky, natural 
light was used; but at theatres like the Blackfriars and at Court it was 
necessary' to use artificial light. 

An account of the main features of Elizabethan staging has been 
given by Sir Edmund Chambers in The Elizabethan Stage; from tliis, 

♦ See, however, J. L. Hotson, The first Night of Twelfth Night (1954), 
Shakespeare's Wooden O (1959); R. Watkins, On Producing Shakespeare so); 
G. W. Wickham, Early English Stages (1959). 
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and from the more recent studies. The Globe Playhouse, by J. C. 
Adams, and The Staging of Elizabethan Plays at the Red Bull Theatre, 
by G. F. Reynolds, it is possible to see clearly that the stage, the acting, 
and the dramatic writing fitted and extended one another perfectly. 

Wc are all famihar today with the theory that Elizabethan actors 
had a stage on more than one level. In the private hall there might be 
just a platform and a gallery, in the various theatres something more 
complicated. The ground-level of the structure was the platform jut¬ 
ting out into the audience at about the height of the average man’s 
eyes but possibly much higher. The platform contained various traps 
tlirough which it was possible to come and go; it was partly covered 
by a roofjutting out from what Godwin called the partition separating 
the audience from the ‘vestry’. This partition or scene was the wall of 
the tiring-house, and gave access to the platform through at least two 
doors, one each side of the inner stage, in modem terminology ‘the 
study*. The study was thus the tiring-house side of the partition, and 
could be curtained off from the audience. Immediately above the 
study on the next level was a similar rear stage, usually called today 
‘the chamber’. On the audience side of this ran a balcony, the ‘tarras’, 
at each end ofwliich in some theatres were windows. There was a trap 
in the floor of the cliambcr allowing access to the study on platform 
level. The number of levels above the stage varied from theatre to 
theatre: at the Globe there were possibly three, with the musicians -- 
hidden - at the top. It has lately been emphasized how much of this 
reconstruction is in faa conjectural. Dr Leslie Hotson and Walter 
Hodges remind us* that the evidence affords certainty of little more 
than a platform with at least two doors leading into the tiring-house 
and some provision for aaion ‘above’. The primary use of the stage 
was to suggest, to represent, not to deceive. In all places where plays 
were staged, however, wc can be sure that one principle was fol¬ 
lowed, the stage represented a place while playcn were on it, and 
there was no need to hold up the action between scenes owing to a 
change of place in the story. Modem opinion, moreover, tends to 
suggest that different levels were used simultaneously: staging did not 
go upstairs unless it was necessary to play on more than one level, as 
in Romeo and Juliet, and in sieges of cities or scenes aboard sliip. The 
closet scene in Hamlet would almost certainly have been played on 
ground-level, with Gertrude and Polonius coming on a&cr Claudius 
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had left tlirough one of the doors which had not been used by the 
Prince on his way to his mother a few moments earlier. 

Although the Elizabethan stage is often described as bare, we ought 
not to think of it as colourless. Scholars are not decided as to the man¬ 
ner in which it may have been painted, but all are agreed that it could 
be hung with tapestries and curtains, which made it aiiytliing but 
drab and affected the emotional response of the audience. The actors 
wore splendid clothes, largely inherited from noble persons; music, 
fireworks, guns, and thunder were all used to suggest atmosphere and 
give colour to eye and ear. There were machines for descents from 
the heavens and for mounting aloft; there was the pageantry of pro¬ 
cessions and tableaux, and there were properties, not necessarily 
realistic, which could be used to represent. A real chair might .serve 
as a chair and a post as a tree, wliilst a real man appeared as an actor. 
But the Elizabethans were not a whit disconcerted, for it did not oc¬ 
cur to them that what they saw was meant to imitate a real prince, a 
real chair, or a real tree; when they saw a real actor they imagined an 
imaginary prince, the real chair suggested an imaginary one, and the 
real post represented an imaginary tree when the actor climbed it and 
spoke of leaves and fruit. This is the main point which makes sense of 
Ehzabethan staging and of Elizabethan drama; the audience was asked 
to imagine, to respond to an aesthetic experience as the result of see¬ 
ing a stage and properties representing imaginary scenes in which 
actors created character and incident by making the words of an 
author come alive. This holds good even of the least ‘poetic* of 
Elizabethan plays, and of the theatres wliich indulged their patrons 
with the most varied and lurid spectacle. 

NOTES 

I. See Bertram Joseph, Acting Shakespeare (i960); 'Poetry and the i960 
Season at Stratford-on-Avon’, Drama Survey, Spring 1961. 

a. See The Tragic Actor (1959), p. 4. 

3. The Tragic Actor, pp. 14 ff., 28 ff., 394 f. 

4. Leslie Hotson, ‘Shakespeare's Arena’ in Sewanee Review, Vol. LXI, 3; 
Walter Hodges, The Globe Restored (1953). 
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We know more about Marlowe than about most Elizabethan and 
Jacobean dramatists, and even where we have no firm knowledge, 
such accounts as we do have are often fascinating and provoke 
speculation. For this reason, a good deal is said in most studies of him 
about ‘the man and his ideas*. As I h:we notliing to add on these sub¬ 
jects and am sceptical about a good deal that has been written on 
them, I propose to say very little about anything that does not 
directly emerge from the plays. Marlowe was evidently a man who 
made enemies, and it may be suspected tliat he rather liked doing so. 
So we are likely to get a distorted picture of him if we try to piece an 
account together from the mostly hostile gossip of the day. But it is 
only fair to say that some of the most careful students of his work^ 
arc much less agnostic than I am about the possibility of knowing 
what Marlowe really thought. 

As the first major Elizabethan dramatist, Marlowe has achieved the 
doubtful distinction of being regarded as a ‘pioneer*, alongside inter¬ 
esting minor dramatists such as Lyly and Kyd, and downright bad 
ones such as Greene. The intrinsic value of liis plays, on the other 
hand, has often received less than justice. Hence I have confined my¬ 
self to comments on his work, considered as a series of remarkable 
and varied individual dramas. 


Marlowe’s first publicly produced play, the two-part Tamburlaine the 
Great (1587-8), already raises in the acutest form the question of his 
attitude towards his creations. No one can ever have doubted that 
Marlowe displays in a high degree the imaginative sympathy with 
his hero which is required for successful dramatic presentation, but 
beyond that most critics have felt impelled to raise the question; ‘Is 
Marlowe for or against Tamburlaine f* More exactly, romantic critics 
have tended to take it for granted that he embodies hb own aspira- 
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tions in his hero; reaction against this began by claiming a greater de¬ 
gree of objectivity for him, but finished by suggesting to us a Mar¬ 
lowe equally committed on the other side, the dramatic apologist of 
traditional cdiics against tlie titanism depicted in the figure of Tam- 
burlaine. It seems possible that Marlowe may liavc been more de¬ 
tached tlian has been admitted on either side. 

The two parts of the play must have been written in rapid suc¬ 
cession, but tlic Prologue to Part 11 indicates that it was composed be¬ 
cause of the success of Part 7 , so tliat we must assume Part 1 to be in 
its original intention self-contained. That is to say, what Marlowe 
wrote in the first instance was a play of conquest, not a play of con¬ 
quest followed by deatli. Tliis is enough to put us on our guard against 
too close an assimilation of Tamhurlaine to the morality pattern. 
Moreover, Part / has a dramatic and not merely a pageant structure: 
it is given shape and direction by the theme of love for Zenocrate as 
a force modifying Tamburlaine’s ambition and resulting in a tem¬ 
porary pause in his career of conquest: ‘Tamhurlaine takes truce with 
all the world’ (v. ii. 467).* Yet a truce is not a peace, and the con¬ 
clusion, probably intentionally, at least leaves tlie way open for a 
sequel. 

Part 1 is full of bloodshed, treachery, and ambition of a kind which 
was as unequivocally condemned by sixteenth-century as by twen- 
ticdi-century moral orthodoxy. How has Marlowe contrived to give 
to different critics at different times the impression now of glorifying, 
now of condemning his hero’s behaviour? It is important that the 
play docs not open with Tamburlainc at all but with the weak, petu¬ 
lant, and effeminate Persian King Mycctcs. It is questionable whether 
Marlowe has any wholehearted admiration for titanic ambition, but 
it is clear that he has a tliorough contempt for weakness, especially 
when it docs not admit to itself that it is weakness. Throughout 
Marlowe’s work it is easier to see what he rejects than what he 
identifies liimself with; perhaps (if speculative biography may be 
permitted for a moment) he did not himself know what values he 
really believed in. There is often more precise characterization in his 
contemptible figures than in his more majestic and impressive ones: 
Faustus is his greatest creation, because in him botli elements arc 
combined. Mycctcs seems to be maliciously drawn from the inside. 
Whereas Tamburlainc is rutlilcss, he is morbidly cruel; 
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I long to sec tlicc back return from thence, 

That I may view these milk-white steeds of mine 
All loadcn with the heads of killed men. 

And from their knees even to their hoofs below 
Besmear’d with blood that makes a dainty show. 

(Li.) 

This opening scene is a brilliant presentation of a corrupt world that 
docs not know its own mind, and into it Tamburlainc comes with 
somctliing of the air of an archetypal Noble Savage. The evidence 
for Marlowe’s direct study of Macliiavclli seems to me inadequate,* 
but tlicre is a MachiaveUian clarity of political insight into the con¬ 
ditions in which a conqueror of this kind may be expected to arise. 
Tamburlainc, if not idealized, at least gains from us right away the 
admiration due to a man who knows what he wants and the road to 
it. Moreover, the amount of rant put in Tamburlaine’s mouth has 
been exaggerated by critics, including those who have thought that 
Marlowe admired liim and it. The staple of the play, as Marlowe him¬ 
self says, is ‘high astounding terms’, but if anyone uses absurdly in¬ 
flated language it is Tamburlame’s opponents. His own claims for 
himself may often be overwhelming, but the rhythm of the lines and 
the development of the sentences is controlled and cool. This may be 
demonstrated from one of liis most arrogant claims: 

I hold the Fates bound fast in iron chains. 

And with my hand turn Fortune’s wheel about, 

And sooner shall the sun fall from his sphere 
Than Tamburlainc be slain or overcome. 

This is impressive partly because of the contrast between what is as¬ 
serted and tlie measured, almost scientific, run of the verse. Through¬ 
out the play there is tliis sense of control, oddly at variance with the 
violence of tlic plot. Yet that plot itself is not overcrowded with 
action; indeed, the more common modem criticism is that the play is 
declamatory rather than dramatic. It certainly appeals to a taste which 
it is hard to recapture imaginatively, but one thing at least that its 
original admirers must have believed in is the genuine power of the 
word. Tamburlainc’s speeches, in keeping with Elizabethan views on 
rhetoric, arc seen as genuinely persuasive, or moving, and the high- 
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spots of his career, chosen to illustrate his progress, are ones in wliich 
a wholly articulate struggle of wills can be presented. 

Marlowe’s ‘second part’ tells something very diiferent, and is a re¬ 
markable example of his power of varying liis work even where he 
is committed to a fairly rigid framework. This part seems pretty 
clearly not involved in the original plan, though the writing of it 
need not have reversed a firm determination to leave Part I on its own. 
Marlowe has not left himself many of the most strikhig events of 
Tamburlaine’s recorded career to deal with, and he has to meet a 
popular demand for something that will appeal to the admirers of the 
first part. Tliis being so, it is surprising that he should manage to do 
something genuinely new and individual in Part IL It is probably not 
as good a play as Part 7 , but it is a work with its own central idea. 
Miss Mahood^ describes Tamhurlainc as ‘the only drama I know in 
wliich the death of the hero constitutes the tragedy*, and 1 think one 
must admit the mdependcnce of the two parts to the extent of apply¬ 
ing this description to Part II alone. Marlowe’s aloofiicss comes out 
particularly clearly here. It is death simply as death - not as significant 
of anytliing beyond itself - that wc arc more and more plainly con¬ 
fronted with. Thoroughgoing moralizing treatments of the play arc 
no more convincing than tlie older notion tliat Marlowe idealizes 
Tamburlainc and treats liis attitude as nobly defiant - a ‘free man’s 
worsliip’ in advance of its time. He docs not give us anytliing so 
melodramatic as a punishment of Tamburlaine for his defuince of 
Mahomet.* Tamburlainc himself is gradiuilly brought to recognize 
the unadorned fact which he expresses in the simplest possible 
juxtaposition: ‘For Tamburl.iine, the scourge of God, must die*. In a 
way, Iiis presumption is punished, but it is the bare Gets of the situa¬ 
tion that punish it. The steps towards tliis, the increased thwarting of 
Tamburlainc’s will, with the turning-point in his fiilure to save 
Zenocratc - ‘All this raging cannot make her hve*, says Theridamas: 
no one would have ventured to speak so to Tamburlaine in Part I - 
have been traced by Miss Mahood and more fully by Miss Gardner,* 
who points out that this play is in some ways more Shakespearian 
than the rest of Marlowe in its departure from a straightforward 
linear structure, and its substitution of the method ‘in wliich episodes 
and sub-plots arc linked to the main plot by ideas’. Tamhurlame^ Part 
11 is no Henry IV, Part //, but the process of devising a sequel brings 

165 



PART THREE 


Marlowe closer to Shakespeare than in liis more thoroughly charac¬ 
teristic dramas. 

★ ★ ★ 

Tlie Jew of Malta (1588-9?) has been a happy hunting-ground for 
speculations on the revision of Marlowe's text after liis death. It was 
not published (as far as we know) before 1633, and then it came out 
with Prologues by Thomas Heywood, spoken at revivals shortly be¬ 
fore publication. But Heywood makes no claim to have altered the 
text, and attempts to detect liis hand in it arc not convincing. Ob¬ 
jections to the play as we have it arc largely the result of building up 
a picture of the sort of play critic's would like Marlowe to have writ¬ 
ten; naturally they are disappointed when they ftnd he did not follow 
their prescriptions. The usual complaint is that the play first presents 
Barabas as a lofty Marlovian hero, and then completely falls to pieces 
in the midtllc, with only a partial recovery in the last act. It is true that 
impressive set-speeches are confined to the beginning of the play, but 
it is hard to see these early scenes as pointing forward to anything sub¬ 
stantially different from what wc actually have. The guiding thread 
must always have been the overthrow of the rich Jew early in the 
play, followed by his cunning macliinations and apparent triumph, 
in wliich, however, he overreaches himself and is overthrown by even 
more cunning villains than himself. He is, in the end, not enough of a 
hypocrite to come out on top in tliis world in wliich the thorough¬ 
going ‘politician’ can proclaim in the last lines of die play: 

So, march away; and let due praise be given 

Neither to Fate nor Fortune, but to Heaven. 

We may not particularly like the intrigue and low comedy oi t.ic cen¬ 
tral scenes - though some of it is a good deal better than is usually 
admitted - but they are not out of key in this harsh, sardonic play. 

The world’ of the play is the important thing. As Miss Mahood 
points out, it is hinited, constricted. The scene, in contrast to that of 
TamhurlainCy is ‘an island in the land-locked Mediterranean*. Barabas’s 
ambitions are satisfied by infinite riches in a little room. When (11. iii. 
175-202) he claims a wider scope for his activities, the natural inter¬ 
pretation is that he is inventing in order to impress liis Turkish slave 
and encourage liim to any villainy that may be required of him. The 
Barabas of the early scenes is indeed a more ‘romandc’ figure than 
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anyone else in the play, but there is irony in such a presentation of him 
right from the start. For all the wealth wliich streams in to liim from 
all over the world, Barabas’s position is a very vulnerable one. *Give 
us a peaceful rule; make Christians kings*, he says (i. i. 132), but in 
fact the ‘rule* obtained by liis wealth depends on the reluctant tolera¬ 
tion of the Christian rulers of Malta, and an arbitrary act of confisca¬ 
tion on their part is all that is required to ruin him, apart from the 
opportunity he seizes of stowing away some of his gold and jewels, 
which contributes to the next part of the plot. The kind of undignified 
weapons with which Barabas later fights arc the only ones available 
for liim. 

I have already mentioned the way in which the Christians eventu¬ 
ally outdo Barabas in MachiavelUan ‘policy*. It is of some importance 
for the structure of the play to decide how explicit Marlowe is in pre¬ 
senting this aspect of his theme. It seems to me as unconcealed here 
as in Tamhurlaine, Part II. At most, there is a pretence, intended to 
be transparent even to a relatively naive audience, of treating the 
Christians a little more indulgently. And of course in this world of 
plot and counter-plot there can be no pity for the victim, Barabas, in 
the cauldron he had prepared for Calymath. The Prologue spoken 
by Macliiavel sets the tone. Maclnavellian ‘pohey* is expounded at 
length, and then we are promised: 

... the tragedy of a Jew 

Who smiles to see how full his bags arc crammed, 

"Wliich money was not got without my means. 

We arc not told in so many words that Barabas will be by no means 
the only Machiavellian in the play, but we have no difficulty in 
recognizing the Christians also as such when the plan for confiscating 
Jewish property is set forth. And particular emphasis is given - in 
Barabas*s words, it is true, but he merely comments on what is 
obvious - to the contrast between profession and practice, most 
forcibly in these lines: 

For I can see no fruits in all their faith 
But malice, falsehood and excessive pride, 

Which mcthiiiks fits not their profession, 

with its glance at New Testament passages on the fruits of the spirit, 
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*iove, joy, peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, f^th, meck^- 
ncss, temperance*. 

How should a play of this temper be described ? That it is a ‘tragedy* 
in the original edition need mean no more than that it ends with the 
death of the princ-ipal character, and reluctance to give it a different 
classification has weakened of recent years. T. S. Eliot’s description of 
it as ‘farce’ and his stress on its ‘savage comic humour* were regarded 
as paradox for some time after the original appearance of liis essay in 
1918.’ Now they are accepted with shght variants of phrasing by such 
scholars as Mr Kochcr and Miss Maliood. The danger of such des¬ 
criptions is that Marlowe will be thought of as doing something par¬ 
ticularly subtle and esoteric, so that doubts will arise whether he can 
really have hoped to get it across to an audience. But in fact the tone 
of the Jetv is quite a natural result of the treatment of a melodramatic 
story with an attitude of ironic detachment. That is not the only sort 
of comedy it contains. Act iv, scene i, in wliich Barabas plays the two 
greedy friars off against each other, is sheer comedy, but of a kind 
which could be accommodated witliin the framework of a more 
normal Elizabethan tragedy. It is rather Uke Act ni, scenes ii-iii, of 
The Reuenger^s Tragedy, die plot for the saving of the youngest 
brother, which goes wrong. But the rest of The Revenger^s Tragedy, 
too, requires a treatment different from what we normally give to 
tragedy: perhaps the Jew could be described as a Ret’ctigcTs Tragedy 
without the positive moral framework imphed in that play. It has 
some of the dehberate exclusions of a comedy of humour, and it was 
a piece of sound insight on Mr Eliot’s part to cite Ben Jonson’s VoT 
pone as its most notable successor. 


Doctor Faustus is the greatest but the most controversial of Marlowe’s 
plays. Many of its differences from his other works arise from the 
theme, more traditional and yet more sharply individualized than 
those of the other plays. Marlowe is here dramatizing a narrative 
which, however lacking in tragic dignity, was already complete in 
itself and had a manifest moral purport in his source, die Englisli ver¬ 
sion of die German Faust-Book (earliest surviving edition 1592). T 
doubt whether any arguments from Marlowe’s handhng of his 
material give much help in deciding whether it was written before 
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The Jew of Malta or after Edward 11 , or between the two, and external 
evidence is not enough to permit of a definite verdict.® 

How much of the play as we have it comes from Marlowe, and 
how much of what he originally wrote is lost? The evidence is com¬ 
plex and needs the most delicate handling. Here I can only say dog¬ 
matically, but without claiming for the view either high probabUity 
or general agreement, that it seems to me justifiable to draw on both 
the main body of the play and the farcical prose scenes as a guide to 
Marlowe’s conception of the story, even if he may have had a col¬ 
laborator. The Bruno sub-plot, on the other hand, I believe to be out 
of key with the rest of the play, and to be by another author, even if, 
as Greg and others hold, it belongs to a collaborative version from 
Marlowe’s own lifetime and not to later additions. 1 doubt whether 
in the process of transmission much of Marlowe’s text has been lost 
to us. 

The overt meaning of the play has given offence to some of those 
who are convinced that the accounts of Marlowe’s anti-Christian 
views are to be taken very seriously, and also tliat Marlowe was de¬ 
termined to give expression to those views in his plays. I do not know 
what Marlowe’s religious beliefs were when he wrote this play, but 
there is nothing in it which could not have been written by a con¬ 
vinced Christiiui: he does not twist the traditional story for anti- 
traditional ends. If doubts about Iiis own attitude are aroused at all, it 
is because of the probing, ironical analysis he apphes to his hero. 
There is never any danger of an excess of sympathy for the unortho¬ 
dox aspirations of Faustus, but it could be argued that a believer 
might have been expected to treat the case with a less thorouglily 
objective detachment. Marlowe, it might be said, realizes the 
dramatic potentialities of the Christian ‘myth* of damnation more as 
an observer than one who feels himself involved. But diis would 
very likely be to underrate Marlowe’s artistic powers. In any event, 
the need to work within a sharply defined scheme of ideas has been 
entirely beneficial to Marlowe. 

One of Marlowe’s principal tasks is to combine the sense of in¬ 
evitability, of a transaction that exists as a whole from the very start, 
with a genuine tension from the point of view of his central character. 
The placing of the main action of a play within a framework is a de¬ 
vice that enjoyed some popularity in early English tragedy. In Kyd’s 
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Spanish Tragedy y the whole of the main action is supposed to be com¬ 
pleted or at least predetermined by the time the play opens, and, 
formally, Revenge simply displays to the Ghost of Andrea a sequence 
of events whose upshot he knows already, and the two arc jointly 
described as a Chorus (i. i. 91). Kyd's purpose does not require him to 
say whetlier this is preternatural foreknowledge on the part of Re¬ 
venge, or whctlier what he shows is a rcs-enactment of past events 
rather than die events themselves. .Whichever it is, the effect of artistic 
distancing is acliicved. In Faustus, wc have a completely anonymous 
Chorus, and a main action definitely set in the past, though in the 
opening chorus there is an eifectivc ffuctuation between present and 
past tenses. Most of the mtroductory sketch is in the present, taken 
up again in the last line: 

And this the man that in his study sits. 

But at the most ominous part it lapses into the past: 

His waxen wings did moimt above iiis reach, 

And melting, heavens conspir’d liis overthrow. 

With the audience in tliis ambiguous position, prepared to watch a 
developing action which is yet only a re-enactment of something com¬ 
plete, effects of compression and foreshortening can be accepted with¬ 
out difficulty. Fatistus’s whole intellectual career is presented in terms 
of a soliloquy placed at a crucial point of that career. The progress 
through the arts and sciences can thus be compressed into a few lines. 
Yet tliis is not a piece of purely stylized dramatic technique. Wc arc 
in one sense seeing at a glance years of Faustus’s intellectual life, but 
wc are also at a dcfmite point of time, and the introduction of the 
rather mysterious figures Valdes and Cornelius helps to fix this effect. 
The play's treatment of the theme of sin is in a way allegorical - or at 
least exemplary - and thus timeless; yet the very complications and 
technicalities of sixteenth-century witchcraft help to locate the action 
and prevent it from being too abstract. Valdes and Cornelius (not 
present in the Faust-Book) arc sharply individualized though shabby 
figures, ‘no deeply versed magicians welcoming a promising be¬ 
ginner’, writes Greg,® ‘but merely the devil’s decoys luring Faustus 
along the road to destruction’. 

In the first scene witli Mcpliistophilis (i. iii), the same combination 
of the specific and the broadly speculative is to be found, and most of 
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die main characteristics of Marlowe's art can be studied in it. Faustus's 
sclf-dramatizadon can be seen from the opening lines; the proper 
setting has been achieved, and Faiistus, as already in the first scene, 
uses his own name almost mesmcricalJy as a sort of incantation - he 
is later to admit (n. i. lo), ‘the god thou servest is thine own appetite*. 
He also uses it as a means of screwing up liis courage: ‘then fear not, 
Faustus, to be resolute*. This word ‘resolute*, already impressed on 
Faiistus by Valdes (i. i. 131), echoes through the play, with its ironical 
claim to virtue on behalf of what is really weakness. The appearance 
of the spirit he has invoked affords an opportunity to show his 
aplomb by an anti-clerical joke. After the invocation, Mephistophihs 
first appears tlirough the trap-door in the shape of a dragon.^® 
Faustus exclaims: 

I charge thee to return and change thy shape. 

Thou art too ugly to attend on me. 

Go, and return an old Franciscan friar, 

Tliat holy shape becomes a devd best. 

When the dragon obeys his order and departs, Faustus continues: 

I sec there’s virtue in my heavenly words. 

Wlio would not be proficient in tliis art? 

How pliant is this Mephistopliilis, 

Full of obedience and humility! 

Such is the force of magic and my speUs. 

Much of the play is concentrated in these few hnes: Faustus's rather 
nervously showy jesting, his conviction or would-be conviction, that 
it is he, by virtue of his spells, who is the real master, and liis un¬ 
willingness to face tlic real nature of what he is doing (‘heavenly 
words*). ‘Ugly*, too, is a key-word of the play: for true horror of 
evil, Faustus substitutes a squeamish distaste for its outward mani¬ 
festations. On two later occasions the word is tellingly used, at n. ii. 
77, on the occasion of one of Faustus*s gestures towards repentance, 
Mcpliistopliihs is dismissed with ‘Ay, go, accursed spirit to ugly hell*. 
But it only takes the show of the Seven Deadly Sins to make him ac¬ 
cept MephistophiUs's assurance that ‘in hell is all manner of delight*, 
and to reply in one of the most ironic lines of the play: ‘Oh, might I 
see heU and return again safe, how happy were I then*. The desire for 
the pleasures of the morally uncommitted spectator, which was part 
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of what traditional thought had meant by ‘curiosity*, is throughout 
strong in Faustus.^' Last and most telling of all is the outburst at the 
very end of the play: *Ugly hell, gape not! Come not, Lucifer*. 

The opening dialogue with Mephistophibs is a comment on tlie 
speech we have just examined, Mephistophilis is so sure of his victim 
that he docs not even need to encourage him in his delusions: 

FAUSTUS. Did not my conjuring speeches raise thee? Speak. 
MEPHISTOPHILIS, That was the cause, but yet per aeddens: 

For when we hear one rack the name of God, 

Abjure the scriptures and his saviour Christ, 

We fly in hope to get his glorious soul. 

He can tell the truth, sure that it will not really be believed. It could 
be said that tliis is primitive dramatic teclmique, cxp(^sition for the 
benefit of the audience, but the more we read the play the less willing 
we shall be to find it primitive. Faustus’s criminal blindness rises to 

This word ‘damnation’ terrifies not me, 

For I confound hell in Elysium: 

My ghost be with the old philosophers. 

The last line may be simply a piece of paganism, but our suspicions 
arc aroused when wc notice its identity with a saying attributed to the 
Arabic philosopher A verroes, expressing Iiis hostility to Christianity.^* 
Since Averrocs w’as chiefly celebrated for his denial ofindividual im¬ 
mortality, the Hnc links up with: 

Thinkst thou that Faustus is so fond to imagine 
That after this life there is any pahi ? 

(n. i.) 

And with the final wish, by this time despairing, of 

O soul, be chang’d to little water-drops 
And fall into the ocean, ne’er be found. 

(v. ii.) 

So deeply embedded in the play is traditional and contemporary lore. 

Equally pathetic in its blindness to reahty is Faustus’s assumption of 
the air of one potentate sending an ambassador to another: 

Go bear these tidings to great Lucifer: 

Seeing Faustus hath incurr’d eternal death 
By desperate thoughts against Jove’s deity, 
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Say he surrenders up to him his soul 
So he will spare him four and twenty years. 

Letting him live in all voluptuousness, 

Having thee ever to attend on me, 

To give me whatsoever I shall ask, 

To tell me whatsoever I demand, 

To slay mine enemies and aid my friends 
And always be obedient to my will. 

The lofty language is unable to conceal the complete one~sidedness of 
the bargain, and there is pathetic evasion in the pagan ‘Jove' and in 
the Titan-pose of tlic whole line. ‘Desperate’ has a pecuhar irony. 
Throughout the play, and more and more strongly as it proceeds, tlie 
notion of despair in the strict theological sense - conviction that one 
is inevitably damned - conics to the fore.’^ Here we have ‘desperate* 
used in a less precise and more self-dramatizing way, as we talk of a 
desperate character meaning one who is ‘extremely reckless or vio¬ 
lent, ready to run any risk or go to any length’ ( 0 .f:.D.). The pro¬ 
gress of the play is just a deepening and intensifying of Faustus’s 
conception of what ‘desperate thoughts’ arc. The emphasis on ‘all 
voluptuousness’ and the line ‘to slay mine enemies and aid my friends 
brings home to us that Faustus’s is no lofty and disinterested search 
for knowledge in itself. 

In the first lines of his next speech Faustus again displays his irre¬ 
sponsible levity: 

Had I as many souls as there be stan 
I’d give them all for Mcphistopliilis. 

The simile brings out the conception of a soul as a possession on a par 
with other possessions. We may remember this wlicn wc come to the 
prose of die last meeting with the scholars, strangely moving in its 
simplicity: 

FAUSTUS. Ah, gentlemen, I gave them my soul for my 
ciuining. 

SCHOLAR. God forbid! 

FAUSTUS. God forbade it indeed, but Faustus hath done it. 

(v. ii.) 

I have dwelt on this scene (and even so have left unnoticed its most 
famous lines, Mcphistopliilis’s denial that he is out of hell) in order to 
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show its extraordinary concentration and grim irony. Similar methods 
could be applied to the other great scenes of the play, but here one or 
two more general comments will have to suffice. 

Whether or not all the centnil part of the play is by Marlowe, there 
can be little doubt that most of what it contains is in accord with his 
conception of the situation. It was no part of liis purpose to show 
Faustus’s reward even in this world as imposing or dignified. There is 
more of a contrast than in the Faust-Book between what the translator 
of that work called Faustus’s ‘merry conceits* and the central tragic 
theme, just because the prose story makes so little of that theme. But 
the same genius that sliows itself in the great scenes in tragic in¬ 
tensification is manifested, though less strikingly, in the selection 
exercised on the miscellaneous buffoonery. It has to remain buffoonery 
- that is what Faustus has committed himself to - but it is no longer 
wholly sprawling or aimless. A good example of Marlowe’s power 
of bringing some order out of chaos is the way in which the high- 
life and low-hfe sides of Faustus’s thaumaturgy come together witli 
the irruption of the clowns into the presence of the Duke and Duchess 
of VanJiolt (rv. vii). This drives home the point that Faustus’s activi¬ 
ties arc all of a piece, though he can still make the best of a sorry 
business by commending the clowns to his hosts as ‘good subject for 
a merriment’ (1. 49). 

At one point Marlowe has not been satisfied with selecting from 
the ‘merry conceits’ of his source, leaving their triviality unconcealed. 
Perhaps the most famous lines of the play arc those with wliich 
Faustus greets the second appearance of Helen, in response to his re¬ 
quest to Mephistophilis: 

One thing, good servant, let me crave of thee 

To glut the longing of my heart’s desire; 

That I may have unto my paramour 

That heavenly Helen which I saw of late. 

(V. i.) 

Here the corresponding passage in the Faust-Book (ch. 55) is of the 
most prosaic kind. But Marlowe’s heightening does not mean roman¬ 
tic idealization. On the contrary, the play’s irony is never deeper than 
here. 

Sweet Helen, make me immortal with a kiss, 
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exclaims Faustus, in the very aa of finally sacrificing liis true imt- 
mortality. In the next line: 

Her lips suck forth my soul: see where it flies I 
the age-old conceit of the soul on the lips, breathed out in a kiss, gains 
a new and sombre meaning, and the mythological parallels which he 
then goes on to cite -- Scmclc and Arethusa - are apt comments on 
the fate of those who aspire beyond the human condition. Marlowe 
is not taking a holiday from his main theme in evocative poetry, and 
the scene is skilfully placed immediately before the final appearance of 
the virtuous Old Man, who endures bodily torments for tlie sake of 
true immortality, thus preparing for the final scene. That scene has 
never lacked admirers, and there is no need to add to the discussions 
of it, but it is worth while to see it as the climax of a subtle and 
psychologically profound study, not as an impressive fragment. 

★ ★ ★ 

Marlowe can no longer be looked on as a pioneer in the English his¬ 
tory play.^* The old belief that made him one depended on the theory 
that the ‘bad* Quarto and Octavo versions of (respectively) 2 and 3 
Henry VI were earlier drafts of the plays as printed in the Shakespeare 
Folio, and that Marlowe had an important share in them. It is now 
generally agreed that the Folio prints the original texts, that echoes of 
Marlowe in die corrupt versions are due to errors of memory on the 
part of the compilers of those versions, who were familiar with 
Marlowe*s plays, and that Edward II follows ratlier than precedes the 
Henry VI plays. When we look at Edward II with a fresh eye, it is, in¬ 
deed, hard to sec how the old view was accepted. The historical pro¬ 
cess, which captured Shakespeare’s imagination right from the out¬ 
set of his career, has little interest for Marlowe. He shows some skill 
in selecting from the chronicle material, but the task is evidendy 
burdensome to him. The problem of the king and his ‘favourites*, 
wliich is primarily a political one for Shakespeare, assumes a dis¬ 
proportionate and independent psycliological interest for Marlowe. 
We may feel in Richard II that Bushy, Bagot, and Green, the ‘cater¬ 
pillars of the commonwealth*, are rather too shadowy and unin- 
dividuidized figures, but they are in their right place in relation to the 
whole scheme of the play. Marlowe’s Gaveston, on the odicr hand, is 
too dominant for the coherence of the play to survive his departure 
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from the scene, and the forces he stands for have to be unconvincingly 
split up. For the theme of the favourite, Marlowe is reduced to a 
feeble duplication of what has gone before, with the yoimgcr Spenser 
for Gaveston, while the dyiramic and ambitious clement is trans¬ 
ferred to the Machiavellian Mortimer, aided by Queen Isabella, 
whose character is ruthlessly transformed for the purpose. Marlowe 
is not content simply to chronicle, hke the authors of the more 
unintelligent and pointlessly episodic history plays, such as Pcele’s 
Edward 1 . But he has not foiuid a single unifying theme or a single 
appropriate tone. The play’s very half-heartcdncss saves it from some 
of the criticisms to which TamlmrJairu\ llie Jew of Malta, and Faustus 
arc exposed at the hands of those who do not really like characteristic 
Marlowe. But it is lifeless in itself and docs not open the way for later 
development. That Shakespeare could take something from it for 
Richard 11 is a tribute more to his genius for creative adaptation than 
to its intrinsic suggestive power. This does not mean that it is not far 
better th;m almost all non-Shnkespearian history plays of the time, 
but that is only because they arc very bad indeed. 

The contrast with Faustus comes out most strongly in the final 
scenes of the two plays. That of Edward 11 is undeniably impressive in 
itself, but theeffcct is almost entirely one ofisolated pathos, and Edward 
becomes more impressive the more liis individuality falls into the 
background. The tone is set by Matrevis’s uitroductory coniiiicnt: 
Gurney, I wonder the king dies not, 

Being in a vault up to the knees in water, 

To which the channels of the castle run. 

From whence a damp continually ariseth 
That were enough to poison any man, 

Much more a king brought up so tenderly. 

(V. V.) 

Edward liimself takes up the theme: 

And there ui mire and puddle have I stood 
This ten days* space; and lest that I should sleep, 

One plays continually upon a drum. 

They give me bread and water, being a king; 

So that, for want of sleep and sustenance. 

My mind’s distempered and my body’s numb’d, 

And whether I have limbs or no I know not. 

(v. V.) 
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'Much more a king’, ‘being a king* - the harsh contrast between the 
station in life and tlie indignities heaped on its occupant, that is what 
gives these lines tlieir force, and Marlowe certainly achieves a harsh¬ 
ness of statement that is new in his verse, and perhaps in English 
dramatic poetry. The Edward we have known is so much in the 
background tliat the effect is, if anything, weakened by the more 
famous and ‘evocative’ lines which follow the passage last quoted: 

Tell Isabel tlie Queen I look’d not thus 
When for her sake I ran at tilt in France, 

And there tmhors’d the duke of Clercmont. 

In faustuSy by contrast, there is no irrelevant picturesqueness at the 
end. Everything in Faiistus’s final monologue is intimately related to 
the whole of the drama, and the more Faustus is himself, tlie more is 
he Everyman as well. 

Marlowe’s career, then, ends in a question-mark. We cannot even 
be sure wlicther his last play was faustus or the rclarivciy lifeless and 
derivative Edward II, and even the greater play does not evidently 
point forward to any definable line of development. 


NOTES 

1. Notably P. H. Kochcr, Christopher Marlowe (University of N. Carolina 
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Any brief study of Shakespeare's early work, faced by the impossi¬ 
bility of conveying the intrinsic and separate merits of so many 
different plays, is bound to be largely concenied with defining 
tendencies that later found full expression in the plays of his matur¬ 
ity. More particularly, it will lay stress upon the development of 
language, and upon the manner in which that development came, by 
a natural process of artistic growth, to find its adequate projeaion 
in dramatic form. If we wisli to find traces of true individuality 
in the first plays, we must look not to the complete work but 
primarily to personal turns of phrase, the occasional striking choice 
of words to be discerned in otherwise commonplace blank verse. 
From this, it is natural to pass gradually to a study of the way 
in which the words thus personally used influence, in turn, the run of 
the verse itself, expanding into images wliich arc eventually seen to 
bear significant repetition, and to form, with the presentation of 
charaacr and action correspondingly developed, a more subtle and 
suggestive unity. To proceed from the word to the image in its verse 
setting, and thence to trace the way in which a pattern of inter¬ 
dependent themes is gradually woven into the dramatic action, is the 
most fruitful approach - the most accurate and, if properly handled, 
the least subjea to partiality - to Shakespeare's art. 

Tliis development, however, took place at first within dramatic 
conventions established by less gifted authors. Like so many of the 
greatest writers, Shakespeare developed relatively slowly, although 
he lived in an age notable for the brilliance of so much of its youtliful 
achievement. The first plays from his hand show him mainly con¬ 
cerned with perfecting his mastery of the instruments of his craft; so 
much so that the earliest works connected with his name have some¬ 
times been regarded* as the reshaping for performance by his own 
company of plays originally written by other hands. This view, how¬ 
ever, has lost favour m recent years, and it seems safer to follow in the 
main the traditional findings embodied in the Pint Folio. On this 
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reading of the f^ctSt Titus Andronicust the crude Scnccan melodrama 
of vengeance and sudden death already ascribed to Shakespeare in 
1598 by Francis Mercs in Palladis Tamia^ and, less clearly, the series of 
three historical plays of Kitt^ Henry VI arc the work of a young 
writer whose main concern is the practical one of conforming to ac¬ 
cepted taste. This, of course, applies equally to plays of far greater 
merit, not excluding Hamlet, which certainly existed in a cruder ver¬ 
sion before Shakespeare ever handled the subject. But the difference 
that separates, in the latter case, the finished product from any con¬ 
ceivable antecedent is the measure of the degree to which Shakespeare, 
during his apprenticeship, had perfeaed the implications of his art. 

The transition from these examples of dramatic adaptation to 
Shakespeare’s own early production is marked rather by a steady im¬ 
provement in teclinical mastery than by any sudden manifestation of 
genius. His main concern continues to be the exploration of the full 
possibilities of the forms consecrated by contemporary taste. If the 
tragedies and historical plays just referred to show liim, in the matter 
of style, using the Marlovian rhetoric with reasonable competence 
but without special distinction, the comedies of these early years ex¬ 
ploit euphuism and allied courtly conventions with perhaps greater 
variety but to much the same cffca. Whilst The Comedy of Errors, for 
example, is a farcical work completely in the manner of Plautus, The 
Taming of the Shrew, The Two Gentlemen of Verona and, more interest¬ 
ingly, Love’s Labour’s Lost show the dramatist trying to give greater 
coherence, more agile wit, and at times a more solid human content 
to the artificial comedies of court life which earlier writers had already 
introduced to the stage. A few episodes, and certain attitudes and 
characters in these plays, foreshadow the capacity to evolve from 
artifice and convention a consistent imaginative world, thus initiating 
a hne of growth which may be traced, through Twelfth Ni^ht and As 
You Like It, to the last comedies. But between the two terms of this 
development, as in the parallel case of the tragedies, lies the complete 
unfolding of Shakespeare’s art. 

The writing characteristic of these early plays is marked by an 
equally gradual attainment of true individuality. Shakespeare’s early 
blank verse is appreciably less the expression of an unmistakable per¬ 
sonality than that of Marlowe. This observation, however, though 
true, is only part of the truth. If Marlowe’s writing is still more 
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powerful, more emphatic in its effect, Shakespeare’s already shows a 
wider range, greater resources of imagery, and a closer adaptation to 
varied dramatic needs. The result is an instrument perhaps less 
obviously personal, but superior in theatrical possibilities, as may be 
seen already in a play as early as Richard III. The central figure of tliis 
historical tragedy, although clearly owing something to the charac¬ 
teristic Marlovian blend of rhetoric and irony, is perhaps the first of 
Shakespeare’s tragic figures to emerge from the conventions of con¬ 
temporary melodrama with a genuine force of personality. His open¬ 
ing definition of his own character is expressed with a linguistic re¬ 
source that is already typical: 

... I, that am not shap’d for sportive tricks, 

Nor made to court an amorous looking-glass; 

I, that am rudely stamp’d, and want love’s majesty 
To strut before a wanton ambling nymph; 

I, that am curtail’d of this fair proportion, 

Cheated of feature by dissembling nature, 

Deform’d, unfmish’d, sent before my time 
Into this breathing world, scarce half made up, 

And that so lamely and luifasliionable 
That dogs bark at me as I halt by them; - 
Why I, in this weak piping time of peace, 

Have no delight to pass away the time. 

Unless to spy my shadow in the sun, 

And descant on mine own deformity: 

And therefore, since I cannot prove a lover. 

To entertain these fair, well-spoken days, 

I am determined to prove a villairi. 

And hate the idle pleasures of these days. 

, 1.0 

The speech, based though it is on the established dramatic conventions 
of envious villainy, represents a toning-down of Marlowe’s rhetoric 
in the interests of a less grotesque irony and a firmer delineation of 
character. Although a certain stilted quality survives in the movement 
of the verse (there is a sense, common in Elizabethan stage villains and 
heroes, of the speaker playing up to a dramatically acceptable picture 
of himself), the general effect is remarkably concise and pointed. 
Richard’s state of mind is conveyed primarily through a series of 
sharp visual touches directly expressed - the vision of himself as 
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’strutting' ludicrously before a ‘wanton, ambling nymph, as being 
‘barked at* by the dogs as he passes before them, as spying liis mis¬ 
shapen shadow in the sun — and through the sustained contrast, im¬ 
plying contempt and repudiation, between the ‘sportive tricks and 
exigencies of‘these fair, well-spoken days* and his own situation de- 
fonn*d, unfmish’d’, ‘scarce half-made up’, lame and ‘unfashion¬ 
able*. In this way, by making envy the vehicle for a criticism felt, by 
its very directness, not to be altogether unjustified, the speaker is 
humanized, transformed from the abstract mcamation of a traditional 
vice exploited for melodramatic effect into sometliiiig hke a person; 
his nature is twisted indeed by his exclusion from ‘love’s majesty’ (the 
phrase stands out forcibly by contrast with the sneer that follows it), 
but he retains in the cool, pungent run of his comments a defmite 
human plausibility. The creation of character, indeed, is not to be re¬ 
garded as the unique end of Shakespeare’s dramatic creations, in 
which plot and character, tliemsclvcs handled with greater flexibility 
and insight, tend increasingly to find their proper context in a more 
ample artistic unity which embraces and illuminates them; but in the 
delineation of motive beyond the hmits of convention his language 
first attained some sense of its full possibilities. 

As we approach the turn of the century, the plays at the same time 
show an obvious growth in variety and skill and suffer something 
like a momentary deviation from Shakespeare’s main hne of develop¬ 
ment. Both tendencies arc to be observed simultaneously in a scries 
of works of essentially youthful and ‘courtly’ inspiration which reflect 
what we may call an ‘aristocratic’ conception of drama. On the one 
hand this inspiration produced, in Romeo and Juliet ^ a tragedy at once 
‘literary’, artificial, and profoundly sentimental; on the other, it bore 
fruit in a type of comccly, represented by A Midsummer Niijlit\^ Dream 
and The Merchant of Venice, in which elements of fancy and realism 
were blended in the pursuit of sophisticated entertainment. From the 
point of view of the fusion, which here concerns us, between linguistic 
vigour and distinctive verse form, much of the writing in these plays 
cannot be said to represent an unqualified advance. The essentially 
adolescent passion of Romeo and Juliet, expressed in verse that com¬ 
bines the themes of love and death whilst drawing freely upon htcrary 
convention, appeals a little too consciously to the response of romantic 
sensationahsm; A Midsummer Night's Dream is barely more than a 
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delicate, tenuous piece of decoration; and The Merchant of Venice 
seems to hesitate between the superficiality of most of its Venetian 
‘court’ motifs and the occasional presentation of a deeper human con¬ 
flict. Romeo’s familiar ajwstrophc to Juliet at the balcony is typical of 
the superficial elaboration of much of Shakespeare’s writing at tliis 

But soft! what light through yonder window breaks? 

It is the cast, and Juliet is die sun! - 
Arise, fair sun, and kill the envious moon. 

Who is already sick and pale with grief, 

That thou her maid art far more fair than she: 

Be not her maid, since she is envious ... 

I am too bold; "tis not to me she speaks: 

Two of the fairest stars in all the heaven, 

Having some business, do entreat her eyes 
To twinkle in their spheres till they return. 

What if her eyes were there, they in her head? 

The brightness of her check would shame those stars, 

As daylight doth a lamp; her eyes in heaven 
Would through the airy region stream so bright, 

That birds would sing, and think it were not night. 

(n. i) 

The logic of tills passage is, in spite of its romantic reputation, almost 
entirely a matter of artifice. The luiks that bind together the various 
concepts - ‘light', ‘sun’, ‘moon*, ‘maid’ in the first part; ‘stars’, ‘eyes’, 
‘heaven’, ‘night’ in the second - arc to a high degree mechanical, and 
to them corresponds an artificial conception of rhythm based on an 
abstract construction of carefully rounded periods. Formal con¬ 
siderations, in other words, prevail over tlie full development of 
emotion, and the elaborate verbal pattern corresponds to considera¬ 
tions that are primarily literary or rhetorical, and only in a very 
secondary sense personal or truly dramatic. The skill displayed is, of 
course, not in question. We may even agree tliat the exercise of it 
played a part in the evolution of Shakespeare’s mature linguistic 
mastery; but it is difficult not to feel tliat much in these plays repre¬ 
sents his nearest approach to a ty'pc of formal elaboration which, if 
persisted in, must have left the true sources of liis strength very 
largely untapped. 

This docs not mean that signs of this strength arc not to be found in 
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these plays. They contain, more particularly, important advances in 
the adaptation of rhythm to the necessities of dramatic presentation. 
The reminiscences of the Nurse in Romeo arc a case in point; 

Susan and she - God rest all Christian souls I - 
Were of an age: well, Susan is with God; 

She was too good for me: - but, as I said. 

On Lammas-evc at night shall she be fourteen; 

That shall she, marry; 1 remember it wcU, 

*Tis since the earthquake now eleven years; 

And she was wean’d, ~ I never shall forget it, - 
Of all the days of the year, upon that day; 

For I had then laid wormwood to my dug, 

Sitting in the sun under the dove-house wall... 

(i. iii) 

That a passage of this kind, aimed at catching the wayward rhythms 
of a meandering, reminiscent utterance, should be capable of expres¬ 
sion in verse is in itself a remarkable sign of maturing control. The 
adaptation of free speech rhythm to the fixed blank-verse framework 
is an outstanding feature of Shakespeare’s poetry. Here, far from 
hindering the natural flow of memories, the presence of a form wliich 
sustains without confining gives an added sense of flexibility, of com¬ 
plete spontaneity; the parenthesis, the taking-up again of threads laid 
aside but present at the back of the speaker’s mind, the inconsequential 
details sharply visualized or sensed across the passage of time, arc all 
incorporated, as it were, into verse just constructed enough to carry 
us with it in its unassuming rhythmic motion. The flexibility, here 
turned to ends of dramatic characterization, is of a kind that Shake¬ 
speare later used in his mature work for other and more complex 
effects. 

Similarly related to a firm conception of character is the incisive 
utterance of Shy lock at his moments of strongest emotion; 

Well, then, it now appears you need my help; 

Go to, then; you come to me, and you say, 

‘Shyiock, we would have moneys': you say so; 

You tliat did void your rheum upon my beard. 

And foot me as you spurn a stranger cur 
Over your threshold: moneys is your suit. 

What should I say to you? Should I not say, 
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‘Hath a dog money? is it possible 
A cur can lend three thousand ducats?’ or 
Shall I bend low, and in a bondman’s key. 

With bated breath and whispering humbleness, 

Say this, - 

‘Fair sir, you spit on me on Wednesday last; 

You spurn’d me such a day; another time 
You call’d me dog; and for these courtesies 
ril lend you thus much moneys?’ 

(I. iii) 

Once more, the flow of the rhytlim, with its repetition of key-words 
('moneys’, ‘dog’, ‘cur’), its calculated pauses, its breaks in the move¬ 
ment of the verse after the accumulation of indignant irony (the 
sliort 'Say this’, following the broad sweep of ‘bated breath’ and 
‘whispering humbleness’) all show writing no longer dominated, as 
even in Marlowe’s stronger, simpler effects, by the rigid pattern of 
sound, but reaching out in the movement of thought ;md emotion to 
convey the true impulses of the speaker. The reading of character 
thus indicated must not of course be simplified. .Shylock - it is a most 
significant thing about him - is one of the first of Shakespeare’s 
characters to require from us, like so niiuiy of the later tragic heroes, 
a response in which different and even contradictory judgements arc 
simultaneously evoked. A proper view ofhim will not be, in any sense, 
‘modem*. The convention of the Jew as villain, iniiiimm and 
Macliiavclliaii, is undoubtedly still the Elizabctlnm foundation of the 
character; but Shakespeare, taking this view as his starting-point, 
none the less contrives to humanize it, balances it against other factors 
that, if they do not contradict, at least profoundly modif)' it. One has 
only to compare Sliylock with the melodramatic travest) of Barabas 
in The Jew of Malta, poised between inliumanity and farce, to see how 
the Shakespearian capacity to provoke contrasted reactions to his 
figures humanizes the Jew, provides him with motivation for the be¬ 
haviour expected ofhim in the light of established conventions. Once 
more, a growth in expressive capacity is accompanied by a widening 
in the possibilities of dramatic representation that is full of meaning 
for a study of the later masterpieces. 

This growth was no doubt fostered, on the side of expression and 
at this same period, by Shjikcspearc’s exercises in the sonnet form. 
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Published for the first time as a collection late in the poet’s career, in 
1609, they have been variously dated, often to fit in with highly 
personal interpretations of unknown facts. The present tendency 
seems to favour, on purely scholarly grounds, an early dating to cor¬ 
respond, rouglily, to the plays we have been considering; it has even 
been argued, with some plausibility, that some of the poems in the 
series contain references to events comiected with the defeat of the 
Armada in 1588, and must therefore be ascribed to the very earhest 
stages in Shakespeare’s career.^ Perhaps, even if we accept this con¬ 
clusion in the main with regard to certain of the sonnets, we may 
assume that they do not correspond entirely to any single inspiration, 
or reflect, beneath their variety of tlicme and treatment, any one stage 
in Shakespeare’s development.® In spite of the existence of certain 
common subjects de:ilt with in sequence, it seems reasonable to assume 
that the collection, as fmally published, includes poems written 
originally at widely different times and only at a late date brought to¬ 
gether in an attempt to give them a logical argument and a degree of 
continuity. The answer to the problem raised by thc.se poems, in other 
words, is probably neither single nor simple; and it may be doubted 
whether, from this standpoint, anything more positive can safely be said. 

A purely htcrary approach confirms this impression. Not all the 
poems are in any sense equal in interest. A high proportion clearly 
consist of little more than htcrary exercises, addressed either to a 
patron of letters or, specially in the case of the later numbers, to an 
imaginary and conventional mistress. All, however, conventional or 
otherwise, show in varying degree signs of the way in which the son¬ 
net form, by the very striemess of its formal limits, imposes upon 
language a distinctive economy and intensity; and the best of them 
develop these qualities to a degree which makes them witliin their 
strictly observed Umits comparable to much in the mature plays. 
The presence of the characteristic Shakespearian immediacy can be 
felt in such lines as: 

Against my love shall be, as I am now, 

With Time’s injurious hand crushed and overworn ... 

(Lxra) 

and the famous: 

Lihes that fester smell far worse than weeds. 

(xay) 
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In the first instance the impression of the passage of time is conveyed 
with a fresh, concrete vividness that produces, moreover, a pairing of 
words in cumulative effect that is one of Shakespeare’s favourite ways 
of intensifying the emotional content of his poetry; in the second, tlic 
striking unexpectedness of‘fester* cuts sharply across the conventional 
associations of ‘lilies’ in a manner that recalls - to go no further - 
Angelo’s tense, clipped utterances at critical moments in Measure for 
Measure. Under the stress of the feeling thus reflected, the fashionable 
weaving of word-patterns at which the courtly sonneteers aimed is 
transformed into a vivid use of the resources of speech to develop a 
high degree of intensity in a relatively short space. This same keen 
economy of language, wlicn set against the prevailing rhetorical 
structure of the blank-verse period, soon produced corresponding 
modifications in the field of stress. Taken together, these two factors 
- verbal immediacy and the moulding of stress to the movement of 
living emotion - account in very great measure for the unique im¬ 
pression produced by Shakespeare’s mature poetry. 

Other aspects of the sonnet form are equally suggestive from the 
point of view of Shakespeare’s development. Its fimiliar convention¬ 
alities became, in his handling of them, the instrument of a remark¬ 
able capacity for analysing the distinct elements in what is generally 
and roughly called emotion: 

When my love swears that she is made of truth, 

I do believe her, though I know she lies. ... 

(cxxxvra) 

Let me confess that we two must be tw'ain. 

Although our undivided loves are one ... 

(xxxvi) 

Such Hnes, beyond their obvious origin in the established conventions 
of the somict, imply an awareness of the possible range of human feel¬ 
ings, of the existence of complex and even contradictory attitudes to 
a single emotion. The very fact that the sormet form itself is strictly 
limited, not merely by structural considerations but by strict con¬ 
ventions covering theme and expression alike, afforded the poet an 
opportunity of another though related kind; for the convention 
could be accepted in varying degrees, in attitudes ranging from simple 
adherence to a liighly ambiguous irony. All these possibilities, thus 
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set in a narrow and apparently conjfined form, contributed greatly to 
extending the scope of Shakespeare’s art. Above all, it is possible that 
the linguistic discipline associated with the sonnet form and imposed 
by it upon his natural EUzabethan exuberance was a decisive factor 
in the formation of liis mature style. It encouraged the association of 
compression with depth of content and variety of emotiomil response 
to a degree unpanillelcd in English, giving simultaneous point and in¬ 
tensity to the expression of personal feeling. 

These new tendencies in verse and rhythm were accompanied in 
the sonnets by the exploration of fresh themes. The most important 
of these look forward, hke so much in the parallel linguistic develop¬ 
ment, to the ‘problem’ plays which inaugurated the tragic period. 
They arc concerned above all with the relationship of individual ex¬ 
perience, and especially of the personal ties of love and friendship, as 
the most intimate and intense manifestations of that experience, with 
time. This is familiar ground in Renaissance poetry, and it is therefore 
not surprising that Shakespeare’s first approach to the theme seems to 
have been through the sonnet form. His own view of the rclationsliip, 
as expressed in those poems, is various and even contradictory. At 
times he expresses his conviction, in accordance with the poetic con¬ 
ventions, of the permanence and luiique validity of emotion in its 
different forms; and dicii liis attitude is that stated in one of the most 
famous of all the sonnets: 

Love’s not Time’s fool, though rosy lips and cheeks 
Within his bending sickle’s compass come. ... 

(cxvi) 

Splendidly as this conviction is expressed, however, there is about 
this sonnet, more especially about its closing lines, a suggestion of the 
rhetorical, of an effort to carry conviction by mere weight of 
affirmation: 

If this be error, and upon me prov’d, 

1 never writ, nor no man ever lov’d. 

The conclusion reads with an odd sense of weakness after the power¬ 
ful development which has preceded it. The ‘bending sickle’s com¬ 
pass’ is, in terms of luiguistic and rhythmic vigour, superbly real in 
comparison with the lame, unsupported assertion in which the poem 
is supposed to culminate. The poet is saying, in effect, tliat the ex¬ 
perience with which he is dealing must have a timeless vafidity, be- 
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cause to accept the contrary would be to convert the experience itself 
into something tragically meaningless. It is precisely this situation, 
this sense of emotional conviction balanced by rational doubt, that 
Shakespeare dramatized in TroiJus and Cressida. 

Under such circumstances, it is not surprising that, in other moods, 
a contrary attitude prevails. Such is the ease in the opening lines of the 
equally famous sonnet cxxrx: 

Th’ expense of spirit in a waste of shame 

Is lust in action. 

Under the pressure of mutability our spiritual instincts appear, at 
times, ba.sclcss illusions which no logical reading of the facts can 
justify. ‘Love’, thus considered, becomes ‘lust’, and changes from the 
most intense and valuable of human experiences to an expenditure of 
‘spirit’, indeed, because some of our deepest aspirations arc involved, 
but destined to sterility and to lose itself in ‘a waste of shame’. This 
sonnet and tlic one quoted above need, in fact, to be considered to¬ 
gether. Both arc reactions to the facts implied in human subjection to 
time. Love, and friendship which is a reflection of it, are a reaction 
against the process of temporal decay, an attempt to grasp through 
accepted experience an intuition of spiritual value; but, precisely be¬ 
cause they are born in time, they arc destined to destruction. What is 
rooted in time, time itself destroys. If man, as a temporal unity of 
body and spirit, can only perceive spiritual values in the guise of time, 
it is equally true that his perceptions arc, in time, fatally transient. 
Shakespeare’s reaction to this necessity underlies the bitterness of 
many of liis sonnets and of much in the related ‘problem’ plays. 
Since love and friendship, though so desirable, arc vain, the poet’s 
vision of them becomes at times vicious and repellent; their very 
value only makes tliem, by a strange paradox, more potent to cor¬ 
rupt - ‘Lilies that fester smell far worse than weeds’. The action of 
time becomes associated with the corrupt inconstancy of the flesh, as 
though one necessarily implied the other. The whole of Shakespeare’s 
tragic experience, on its personal, intimate side, can be described in 
terms of a reaction against his consciousness of the tragic implications 
of the temporal nature of man; of the nature of that reaction the most 
individual of the sonnets, written as they possibly were still relatively 
near the outset of his career, provide an dluminating illustration. 
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Most of the works so far considered offer little more than prelimin¬ 
ary signs of the achievements to come. We can say, as we review tliem, 
that a personal style is in the process of creation, that fresh interests 
arc being developed, and that tliesc in turn are affecting the themes 
and characters of the various plays. So fir, however, the conception 
of a whole play as itself a unity, a structure reflecting a complete and 
coherent experience, is barely apparent. That conception makes itself 
felt for the first time in the series of plays on English history, wliich 
form a kind of prologue to the great works of Shakespeare’s maturity 
Even in a play as early and as imperfect as John, there are times 
when the author appears to he approaching liis subject-matter with a 
new kind of interest. For die most part, indeed, the play is rather a 
perfunctory affair, based on inferior work of frankly propagandist 
intention, and turning on a scries of political intrigues and rivalries in 
which religious and national motives are oddly jumbled together in 
no particularly personal manner. Into this kind of plot, however, a 
political character is introduced in Faulconbridge the Bastard, who 
offers us something new in Shakespeare’s work. The novelty is 
immediately definable, as usual, in terms of a changed linguistic 
quality. The energy of thought by which the Bastard stands out in 
his surroundings is well illustrated in his reflections on ‘commodity’, 
whose domination is almost universally admitted by the other pro¬ 
tagonists in tlie political action. Faulconbridge speaks of the national 
enemy tlius: 

... France, - whose armour conscience buckled on. 

Whom zeal and charity brought to the field 
As God’s own soldier, - rounded in the car 
With that same purpose-changer, that sly devil; 

That broker, that still breaks the pate of faith; 

That daily break-vow; he that wins of all, 

Of kings, of beggars, old men, young men, maids, - 

Who having no external thing to lose 

But tlic word ‘maid*, cheats the poor maid of that; 

That smootii-fac’d gentleman, tickling Coimnodity ... 

(n.i) 

In such a speech, we can sense sometliing of the process by which the 
natural exuberance of Elizabethan speech was moulded into Shake¬ 
speare’s own charged, sensitive expression. The hurried, almost 
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chaotic unfolding of the thought - as though the speaker were too 
identified with his reflections to pause to define them, even to him¬ 
self -> is typical of much contemporary writing, but so is the vivacity 
of illustration and the ready recourse to familiar, even popular con¬ 
ceptions. The speed with which the abstraction ‘Commodity* is 
personified, brought to life as a plausible, ‘smooth-fac’d gentleman* 
by a scries of graphic, concrete illustrations - ‘purpose-changer*, ‘sly 
devil’, ‘broker* that ‘breaks the pate of laitli*: the very confusion 
which causes us to doubt whether to ascribe the relative in the last 
lines to the ‘poor maid’ or to ‘Commodity’ itself - aU these show, if 
we will, incoherence, but are redeemed by the powerful vigour which 
indicates the impact of a personal utterance. 

The Bastard, in short, is not subdued to the quahty of the action in 
which he moves. He stands out in a world in which the contending 
parties, though ascribing to ‘conscience’ the ‘buckUng-on’ of their 
armour, arc in fact moved by self-interest and political design. His 
attitude to surrounding events, indeed, is one which we are at once 
invited to share and to feel as a problem. Faulconbridge appears, on 
the one hand, to stand as judge and commentator in a play which he 
dominates by liis level-headed, amoral impartiality; on the other, 
though this is not yet entirely evident in Kin^Jolm, the very amorahty 
which he so confidently asserts will, in the long run, turn into the 
problem of the man whose motives arc entirely limited to the 
political.^ This, however, is a theme for later plays. For the moment - 
and tliis is in itself a true and personal acluevemcnt, for which no 
earlier play has really prepared us - Shakespeare has introduced into 
his action a character who, in a certain sense, stands outside it with a 
true independence of vision. It is only in the later liistorical plays, 
where subjects essentially similar arc treated with greater consistency 
and a more ample vision, that the virtues represented by Faulcon- 
bridge are seen to be, by a fundamental paradox, founded upon his 
limitations, and therefore to raise to a high degree what wc may call 
tlie problem of political behaviour in its relation to moral issues. 

This problem is, in essence, the subject of the trilogy of plays on 
English history, Henry IV- Parts I and H and Henry F, which can be 
dated with some precision between 1597 and 1599 and therefore 
stand in close relationship to the first great achievement of Shake¬ 
speare’s maturity. The whole series rests, in its broad conception, 
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Upon traditional interpretations of the events described, and in par- 
ticuJar upon Shalccspearc*s reading of tlic sixteenth-century chronicles 
of Hall (1548) and Holinshcd (1577)* It is therefore coloured both by 
the nature of its sources and by the current political conceptions of the 
age. The three plays, as well as Richard II wliich preceded them, are 
evidently conceived as studies in kingship. The royal office is regarded 
throughout as basing its claims to obedience upon divine ordination. 
The power of the king is conferred upon him by God as a guarantee 
of social order and of that conception of hierarchy - ‘degree’, as 
Shakespeare came to call it - which cannot, according to this line of 
drought, be denied without plunging society into anarchy and chaos. 

The importance of the plays, however, lies not in abstract political 
conceptions but in the study of their implications in terms of human 
behaviour. The question we come increasingly to ask ourselves as we 
read these plays, political diough it is in form, is one which stands in 
evident rclationsliip to wider moral realities: what arc the personal 
quahties that go to the making of the perfect king? The answer is pro¬ 
vided in several stages, each of which takes us a litde further into the 
complexities of human conduct and its implications for a reading of 
man’s moral nature. The first play in the scries, RichardII, is evidently 
more artificial, more literary in conception than those which followed; 
there are traces, in its style, of a deliberate experiment in sophisticated 
lyricism which links the play to some degree with such works as 
Romeo andJuliet and The Merchant of Venice. It also marks, however, a 
first stage in the development of a more profound conception. 
Richard II presents a contrast, still fairly simple, between its hero, law¬ 
fully enthroned but politic;illy incapable, and Bolingbrokc, a bom 
pohtician who can only acliicvc power - his one goal — through re¬ 
bellion and murder. Richard, self-centred and self-indulgent, poetic 
and sentimental, is unfitted, by his qualities and dcficiences alike, to 
undertake political responsibility. When confronted with rebellion, 
he immediately abandons all hope and is content to regard himself, 
not without a touch of complacency, as a tragic figure whose mis¬ 
fortunes afford him a unique opportunity for the poetic self-display 
which is his true being. Having due regard to the difference in scale 
and presentation, Richard stands in the line of dramatic heroes that 
eventuaDy produced, in Othello and Antony, figures whose genuine 
tragedy is largely projected in terms of their own self-pity. To say 
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this is not, as the following plays in the series will show, to ignore the 
deficiencies of his murderer, deficiencies that are humanly if not 
pohtically far graver. 

It is only in the next two plays, however, which cover between 
them the reign of Bolingbroke as Henry IV, tliat the deeper contra¬ 
dictions begin to take shape. When the first play opens, Henry, weighed 
down by recent memories of feudal anarchy and internal war, caUs 
upon his barons to unite in a crusade, under the symbol of the ‘blessed 
Cross’, for the hberation of Jerusalem. The crusade is intended both 
to calm the pohtical passions which Henry himself exploited to reach 
the throne and to provide a foundation for the national unity wliich 
he now desires. In other words, it combines an acceptable purpose, at 
once national and spiritual, with a political calculation barely com¬ 
patible with it. Above all - and here Shakespeare moves a stage further 
in his analysis of the situation - Henry’s desire to play properly his 
royal role is flawed past mending by the way in which he came to the 
throne. His overthrow and murder of Richard, a crime not only 
against common humanity but still more against the divinely ordered 
foundation of national order centred on the crown, fatally produces 
the very strife and division which he now aims at ending. No sooner 
has he stated this purpose than ‘heavy news’ comes ‘all athwart’ from 
Wales to force, for the first time, what turns out to be a lifelong post¬ 
ponement of the crusading project. Henry’s past actions, which he de¬ 
sires to forget, come obstinately to life in his present circumstances. 
The very nobles who helped him to overcome Richard, because they 
hoped that by so doing they would further their own advancement, 
rise against him when he tries to assert his authority over them; and 
he, who used their assistance to dethrone his predecessor, can never 
shake off the fear that they may in turn dispose of liim. The reign 
which opened with a call to a crusade ends, in Part //, after years of 
weariness and disillusionment, with death in a room ‘called Jerusalem* 
which is fated to be his nearest approach to the Holy Land; and, 
in between, it has seen httle but rebellion, plot and counterplot, and 
battles where victory serves only to sow the seed of further dom¬ 
estic strife. 

The charaacr of the king, thus moulded by the consequences of 
his own actions, expresses itself in verse that reflects a growing tragic 
strain and finds issue, above all, in a nostalgic desire for release that is 
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in itself an anticipation of later plays. There is little in the earlier 
Shakespeare to set besides this as the statement of an essentially tragic 
mood: 

O God! that one might read the book of fate, 

And sec the revolution of the times 
Make mountains level, and the continent. 

Weary of solid firmness, melt itself 

Into the sea! and, other times, to sec 

The beachy girdle of the ocean 

Too wide for Neptune's hips; how chances mock. 

And changes fill the cup of alteration 
With divers liquors! O, if this were seen. 

The happiest youth, - viewing his progress through, 

What perils pass’d, what crosses to ensue, - 
Would shut the book, and sit liim down and die. 

(m.i) 

The pessimism of this utterance has a universal gravity that differenti¬ 
ates it from Richard n*s more self-conscious despair. It is in part the 
attitude of the sonnets towards mutability, here related to a dramatic 
personage and given tragic force. Above all, it is a state of mind 
which does not stand alone, but which is, in Henry IV - Part II, allied 
to a universal tendency. The conspirators ol Part /, who had formerly 
helped Henry to the throne, are now old men, plotting in their 
senility against tlie man whose power they had helped to create, but 
powerless, in the last resort, to stand out against adverse circum¬ 
stances with an affirmation of tlicir own. The attitude of the aged 
Northumberland, called upon to act decisively in his own interest, 
expresses itself in verse characteristically bound in contradiction: 

In poison there is physic; and these news, 

Having been well, that would have made me sick. 

Being sick, have in some measure made me well: 

And as the wretch, whose fever-weak'ned joints. 

Like strengthless hinges, buckle under Hfc, 

Impatient of his fit, breaks like a fire 
Out of his keeper’s arms; even so my limbs, 

Weak’ned with grief, being now enrag’d with grief. 

Are thrice themselves I 

(Li) 
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In this speech, health and sickness, action and renunciation arc in¬ 
extricably intertwined in the speaker s see-sawing words. ‘Physic* 
comes to him, or so he would hke to tliink, in the form of ‘poison ; 
the bad news that, in a state of health, would have reduced him to 
sickness, now, being as he is ‘sick’, have created in him the feverish 
illusion of health. The grotesque image of the ‘fever-weak’ned’ old 
man breaking out of his ‘keeper’s arms’ has more than individual 
application. It strikes the note of all the conspiratorial action in this 
play. AUied to another line of imagery, most fully developed at a 
later stage by the Archbishop of York (himself a rebel) and frequently 
repeated, it is simply one sign of a universal disease, a distemper that 
ajffects the whole body pohtic; for 

... we are all diseas'd; 

And with our surfeiting and wanton hours 
Have brought ourselves into a burning fever. 

And we must bleed for it; of wliich disease 
Our late king, Richard, being infected, died. 

(IV. i) 

By weaving together images of this type to give the play an additional 
poetic unity, beyond that provided by the logical development of the 
story, and by, moreover, relating the central concept of ‘disease’ to its 
pohtical manifestation in the murder of the king, Shakespeare antici¬ 
pates the construction of his mature plays. The technique of building 
up a drama, below the obvious unities of story and character, on the 
basis of interdependent and mutually supporting images finds here, 
perhaps, its first extended example. 

The pohtical success aimed at by Henry IV is finally achieved, in 
the last play of the scries, by his son Henry V. In describing tlie 
achievement, however, Shakespeare is increasingly concerned to de¬ 
velop what has now evidently become for him the chief meaning of 
the whole story - the conviction, tragic at least in its implications, 
that pohtical capacity and moral sensibihty tend necessarily to diverge. 
To see in Henry V no more than the patriotic glorification of a suc¬ 
cessful monarch - though the play certainly includes this element 
among its various purposes ~ is to hmit the scope and subtlety of the 
complete conception. For Henry can be fully understood only in re¬ 
lation to the family of wliich he is a member. Possessing the pohtical 
and warlike virtues to a high degree, he has also his share of the family 
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shortcomings. In Henry IV, the ultimate criterion of behaviour had 
always tended to be success; and, that being so, it is not surprising 
that his son should show himself able from the first to separate the 
promptings of humanity from the necessities of poHtical behaviour, 
and that filial tenderness should exist in liim side by side with a readi¬ 
ness to subject all personal considerations, natural and human as well 
as weak and selfish, to the attainment of his public ends. 

In thus depicting the character, however, we must not bcHeve that 
Shakespeare intended to convict his hero of hypocrisy. The pohtical 
vocation, upon the proper exercise of which depends order within 
the kingdom and success in foreign war, demands in the monarch an 
impersonahry which borders on the inhuman. When Henry V, during 
his decisive debate with Williams and Bates on the eve of Agincourt 
(rv. i), discusses most searchingly the impUcations of his power, he 
approaches closely the spirit in which the great tragedies were con¬ 
ceived: *Thc king is but a man as I am; the violet smells to him as it 
doth to me; ... all his senses have but human conditions: his cere¬ 
monies laid by, in his nakedness he appears but a man; and though 
his affections are higher mounted than ours, yet when they stoop they 
stoop with the like wing’. The universality of the argument, in the 
true tragic fashion, transcends the royal situation. Men, differentiated 
by a ‘ceremony’ ultimately vain, are united in their common weak¬ 
ness, and die most notable feature of human behaviour seems to the 
speaker to be its domination by impulse, its helplessness before the 
universal stooping of the affections. In this respect, at least, the king is 
one widi his men; and, just because he is so like them, because his 
senses too ‘have but human conditions* and are continually liable to 
break through the guard of rigid self-control imposed upon liim by 
his vocation, there is something precarious and disproportionate in 
his absolute claim upon the allegiance of his followers. 

It is precisely as a reaction against this precariousness that Shake¬ 
speare’s greatest comic character, Falstaff, appears at the very moment 
when the dominating mood turns towards tragedy. During the 
trilogy he undergoes, indeed, an evolution parallel to diat impUed 
in the growing sombreness of the later episodes. At the outset, in 
Henry IV - Part /, Falstaff’s function is evidently a critical one, not 
altogether different, though vastly developed, from that of Faulcon- 
bridge in King John, He serves, in a sense, as a connecting-link between 
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two worlds, the tavern world of comic incident and broad humanity 
in wliich he is obviously at home and the world of court rhetoric and 
poHtical intrigue to which he also has access. So situated in two worlds 
and not entirely limited by either, Shakespeare uses him as a com¬ 
mentator who passes judgement on the events represented in the 
play in the light of his own superabundant comic vitahty. At one 
time he parodies, in his account of his own exploits at Eastcheap, the 
heroic boasting to which the more respectable characters are given in 
their weaker moments; at others he provides a comic version of the 
moral lectures addressed by Henry IV, not without a strong hint of 
pohtical calculation, to his son (m. iii), or comments bitingly at 
Shrewsbury (v. i, iii) on the true meaning of the word ‘honour’ so 
freely invoked by dubious poHticians to urge others to die in their 
cause. Working sometimes through open comment, sometimes 
through parody, his is a voice tliat lies outside the prevailing pohtical 
spirit of the play, drawing its cogency from an insight that is the 
author’s own and expressing itself in a flow of comic energy. Falstaff, 
we might say, represents at this stage all the humanity which the 
politicians, bent on the attainment of success, seem bound to exclude. 
That humanity, as it manifests itself even in these early tavern episodes, 
is full of obvious and gross imperfections, and we should do wrong 
to slur over these or sentimentalize it in any way; but the Falstaff of 
this play, while these imperfections are an essential part of his nature, 
is not altogether hmited by them. His Hvely intcUigence, his real 
human understanding, his consistent refusal to be fobbed off by 
empty plirases, are all characteristics that enable us to sec in him the 
individual expression of the conscience of a great and perfectly 
serious artist. 

The Falstaff of Part II is, in many ways, a very diflferent person. He 
has undergone, since the end of the previous play, an evolution parallel 
to that of the political figures who surround him, and as such proves 
once more Shakespeare’s growing capacity to see his plays as wholes, 
to regard expression and characters as parts of an artistic unity greater 
than themselves. In the new play, dominated as we have seen by a new 
sense of age and diseased impotence, fear and calculation have asserted 
themselves openly at the expense of idealism, and success is sought 
without illusions but also without disguise. The trick by which 
Lancaster, in this indubitably his father’s son, persuades the rebels at 
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GauJtree Forest to disband their armies so that he can lead them to 
execution (rv. ii) is entirely typical of the new canons of poUtical 
behaviour. Falstaif himself is subdued to the changed spirit. Finding 
his companions among ageing dotards, he strips them mercilessly of 
their pretensions, penetrating witli rutliless clarity of vision to the 
reality beneath: 

Lord, lord, how subject we old men are to this vice of lying. 

... 1 do remember him [Shallow] at Clement’s Iim, like a man 
made after supper of a cheese-paring: when a’ was naked, he 
was for all the world like a fork’d radish, with a head fan¬ 
tastically carved upon it with a knife. 

(m.ii) 

The new vision of Falstaff, in other words, is the product of experi¬ 
ence (which he had clearly possessed in Part /) coloured by an aware¬ 
ness of age. The repudiation of ‘honour* in the earher play is rein¬ 
forced by a tragic sense of what now seems to be the normal con¬ 
dition of man. To the new emphasis there corresponds, once more, a 
changed external reality. The ‘food for powder*, to use his own phrase, 
which Falstaff had formerly led into battle at Shrewsbury now speak 
through Feeble, who has been pressed into serving a cause which has 
for him no meaning and who resigns himself to his fate in words that 
recall those once spoken by Falstaff himself at Shrewsbury: ‘a man 
can die but once; - we owe God a death*. The words are similar, but 
the attitude of Falstaff himself, confronted with all tliey imply, has 
changed. Whereas at Shrewsbury his reply to the Prince had been 
tinged with irony and wit, had implied an affirmation of the rights of 
Ufe beyond the selfish calculations of poHticians, this new Falstaff is 
content to allow those who have the means to buy themselves free of 
service and to accept Feeble*s resignation to his fate; for such, and no 
more, is the nature of things and necessity justifies all: ‘if tlic young 
dace be a bait for the old pike, I see no reason, in the law of nature, 
but I may snap at him. Let time shape, and there an end* (m. ii). 

Shakespeare’s growing conviction that the moral and political 
orders are barely to be reconciled finds its supreme expression in what 
has often been regarded as the most difficult scene of the play (v. v), 
in which Prince Henry, newly crowned King, rejects his former com¬ 
panion. Here, as so often in Shakespeare, we must be careful not to 
simplify the issues. There can be no doubt that the change wc have 
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already noted in the conception of FalstafF in this play is aimed, 
among other things, at making the rejection at once feasible and 
necessary. It is certainly not an accident that he has been given an en¬ 
tirely new burden of age, lechery, and disease, which fits in with the 
changed spirit of the play at the same time as it undoubtedly goes to 
justify his treatment at the hands of his former friend. Henry, with 
the responsibilities he has just shouldered and the purposes he has in 
mind, could hardly do other than abandon FalstafF. When he de¬ 
nounces his former companion as 

So surfcit-swell’d, so old, and so profane, 

he makes a true criticism which would not have seemed excessive to 
an Elizabethan audience; and the criticism so made is backed with the 
austerity of a great religious tradition when he adds: 

Make less thy body hence, and more thy grace. 

Yet there is also another side of the picture to wliich we need to give 
its true weight. Though the king’s words must be taken at their 
proper value, the same apphes to FalstafF’s repeated criticisms of the 
royal family, which go back to the earliest scenes of the trilogy and 
are no less part of the truth. Henry’s judgements, indeed, suffer per¬ 
sistently from being too easily made. The dismissal of past friendship 
invoked in his ‘I know thee not, old man’, the tight-hpped implication 
of disgust in his advice ‘leave gormandizing’, the studied gesture to 
the gallery - ‘Presume not that I am the thing I was’; all these are as 
characteristic as the afterthought by which FalstafF, banished scarcely 
five minutes before, is arrested and thrown into prison by the return¬ 
ing ministers of the royal justice. 

With FalstafF, in short, humanity, already grown old, predatory, 
and disillusioned, is banished from the action of the trilogy, which is 
hencefortli almost exclusively pohtical. Lest tliis seem an excessively 
one-sided interpretation of the facts, it is worth remembering that it 
is explicitly confirmed in the only reference made to Falstaff in 
Henry V. It is significant that he is only remembered there in the ac¬ 
count of his death, and that tliis account is, by general consent, the 
most human and deeply felt thing in the play. In an action where the 
touchstone of conduct is success, and in which humanity has to ac¬ 
commodate itself to the claims of expediency, there is no place for 
Falstaff. Shakespeare had already recognized this, and prepared us for 
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the necessary changes in the ‘rejection* scene and in the events leading 
up to it; and now his death affects us tragically as the last glimpse of 
another and less sombre world. No doubt there is a patriotic purpose, 
not irrelevant to the play, and no doubt Shakespeare drew the 
character of his successful monarch with that purpose in mind. One 
aim docs not, in Shakespeare, exclude another; but the fact remains 
that, as we read the uncompromising study of achieved success which 
rounds off this trilogy, a certain coldness takes possession of us, as it 
took possession of the limbs of the dying Falstaff, so that we find our¬ 
selves in a mood that already anticipates the great tragedies. 

NOTES 

I. This point of view is still defended, notably by J. Dover Wilson in his 
recent New Cambridge edition of Henry VI (1952) ; but other investigation, 
such as that incorporated in Peter Alexander's important study, Shakespeare*! 
Henry VI and Richard III (Cambridge, 1929), tends to give Shakespeare greater 
credit for originality in his early writings. 

a. Recent scholarly contributions to this subject are L. Hotson's Shakespeare*! 
Sonnets Dated (1949) and T. W. Baldwin’s On the Literary Genetics of Shaken 
speare*s Poems and Sonnets (Urbana, 1950). 

3. This point of view has been well argued by L. C. Knights in an article 
on ‘Shakespeare’s Sonnets’ in Explorations {1946). 

4. This aspect of the historical plays has been discussed by J. F. Danby in 
his book, Shakespeare*! Doctrine of Nature: A Study of Kin^ Lear (1949). 
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SHAKESPEARE: THE MIDDLE PLAYS 


J. C. MAXWELL 

Every period of Shakespeare’s work is likely, on close examination, 
to impress us by its diversity, but this is particularly true of the period 
dealt with in the present chapter. The earher years had been domin¬ 
ated by the sequence of history plays, and the comedies of those years 
form a group through which some continuity of development can be 
traced. The ‘tragic’ period, too, however reluctant we may be to 
draw biographical inferences from it, is a chronological fact in so far 
as Shakespeare seems to have written nothing but tragedies between 
Measure for Measure and his share in Pericles (1607?), and the final ro¬ 
mances or tragi-comedies have more in common with each other than 
any of them have with earlier plays. But for the years 1599-1603 wc 
have, according to the accepted chronology, the oddly assorted 
group: Julius Caesar^ As You Like Hamlet^ Troilus and Cressida^ 
Twelfth Night, and Measure for Measure, along with, possibly, AWs 
Well That Ends Well, which is suspected of combining work of 
different periods, and The Merry Wives of Windsor, which may be 
earlier and in any case is of no great moment. Othello, too, though it 
has usually been dated later, must belong to these years, since it is 
echoed in the ‘bad’ Quarto of Hamlet {1601). 

The beginning of this period coincides with an important event in 
Shakespeare’s career as a man of the theatre. The Globe playhouse 
was opened in 1599, and it has been thought probable that Julius 
Caesar was the fint Shakespeare play to be presented there, and that 
the ‘All the world’s a stage’ speech in As You Like It (wholly tradi¬ 
tional though it is in content) had a special topicality in view of the 
Globe’s motto; Totus mundus agit histrionem. Both these plays look 
back as well as forward. The word ‘transitional* is particularly apt for 
Julius Caesar as a link between the English histories and the tragedies 
to Mow, and As You Like It, while recognizably the successor of the 
earlier comedies, has a higher satirical cemtent than anything that 
precedes it. 

The major plays that follow offer enough problems, both indi- 
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vidually and as a group. Troitus and Cressida and Measure for Measure 
have long been classed (along with AWs Well) as ‘problem plays\ or 
as ‘bitter* or ‘dark* comedies. Recently, the affinities between Hamlet 
and Troilus and Cressida have been emphasized, and, though in rather 
a different sense, Hamlet has always been a central Shakespearian 
problem. As for Twelfth Night, critics have tended to evade considera¬ 
tion of its place in Shakespeare’s development by dealing with it 
(reasonably enough from the point of view of a classification in¬ 
dependent of chronology) along with such earlier comedies as The 
Merchant of Venice, Much Ado About Nothing, and As You Like It. Yet 
it has at least one thing in common with Troilus and Cressida which 
differentiates it from earlier plays - a strong affinity with the comedies 
ofBenJonson. 

It seems safe to say - so long as it is realized that ‘technique* b not 
for Shakespeare an end in itself - that during these years more than 
at any other time Shakespeare was deeply concerned with technical 
experiment and innovation. If none of the plays is entirely satisfying 
in comparison with the greater ones to come, or even with some that 
had preceded them, it may be less because of any spiritual erbis in 
Shakcspcarc*s personal life than because of a tendency for virtuosity 
to outrun mastery over experience. Even in the least ‘difficult* of these 
plays, Twelfth Night, which is jusdy praised as a masterpiece of stage¬ 
craft and is perhaps the most popular of Shakespeare*s comedies, there 
b a certain lack of warmth, a sense that the poet b not creating from 
the deepest springs of his experience. And the other ‘well-made play’ 
with which this period closes, Othello, also has limitations. The dis¬ 
cussions which follow arc not proportionate in length to the relative 
importance of the plays. Rather than give a cursory survey of the 
whole period, I have preferred to go into some detail where it 
seemed possible to make fresh suggestions. 


I defer to the traditional order of treatment to the extent of taking 
first As You Like It and Twelfth Night, although the latter is probably 
later than Hamlet and not much before Troilus and Cressida. There is 
no doubt that both arc most naturally considered in relation to the 
comedies that precede them, and in reading Twelfth Night in particular 
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wc arc not surprised that Shakespeare should have experimented no 
further with comedy of this kind. It has the limited perfection that 
marks the end of a process of development. It is through-and-through 
dramatic; there is no unresolved residue to lead Shakespeare on to an 
attempt to embody more adequately what he has to say. 

As You Like It is less obviously a unified play than Twelfth Nighty 
though it is pure comedy, in contrast to the tragicomedy of The 
Merchant of Venice and Much Ado About Nothing, It is customary to 
sentimentalize it as a carefree idyll, to lay stress on such trifling details 
as the supposed loyalty of Touchstone to his mistress (which Shakes¬ 
peare takes no more interest in, once he has used it to get him into the 
forest) and in general to draw heavily on Shakespeare’s notoriously 
ample reserves of‘ripe humanity’. But the play deserves more careful 
critical attention than this. 

It is a play which it is well worth while to compare with its main 
narrative source, Thomas Lodge's Rosalynde (1590). This is an at¬ 
tractive if rather diffuse narrative, whose success (within its limita¬ 
tions) depends upon staking everything on unity of tone; it is the 
cuphuistic pastoral from start to finish. Shakespeare does not greatly 
modify the mam plot, though he concentrates it. What he adds is not 
narrative complication but comments from varying points of view. 
The result is that his play is as far as it could be from Lodge's single- 
mindedness. After the first act, it is substantially a series of relatively 
isolated scenes which provide a means of bringing together contrast¬ 
ing attitudes towards the life of the forest. But through them runs 
the narrative thread taken from Lodge: the theme of Orlando's 
wooing of the disguised Rosalind. This theme not only provides 
continuity, it is also the occasion for the most subtle version of the 
ironic treatment of pastoral convention with particular reference to 
love. 

It is essential that the love between Rosalind and Orlando should be 
entirely genuine. There may be a touch of irony in Shakespeare's off- 
hand acceptance of the lovc-at-first-sight convention in Act I, but 
once the stage is set there is never any doubt that the plot is destined 
to conform to the pattern of romantic love. The strength of the play 
lies in this: that it is into the heart of this love-making that Shakespeare 
is able to introduce, without cynicism, his most exquisitely balanced 
piece of irony, at once sympathetic and detached: 
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ORLANDO. Then in mine own penon I die. 

ROSALIND. No, faith, die by attorney. The poor world is 
almost six thousand years old, and in all this time there 
was not any man died in his own person, videlicety in a 
love-cause. Troilus had his brains dash'd out with a 
Grecian club; yet he did what he could to die before, 
and he is one of the patterns of love. Leander, he would 
have liv’d many a fair year, though Hero had turn’d 
nun, if it had not been for a hot midsummer night; for, 
good youth, he went but forth to wash him in the 
Hellespont, and being taken with the cramp was 
drown’d, and the foolish chroniclers of that age found 
it was ‘Hero of Scstos’. But these are all lies: men have 
died from time to time, and worms have eaten them, 
but not for love. frv. 

Shakespeare has led up to this by similar criticism applied to more 
obvious aberrations than Orlando’s, as in m. v. with its languishing 
swain and scornful shepherdess, and here too Rosalind has had the 
last word: ‘dovm on your knees. And thank heaven, fasting, for a 
good man’s love’; but it is where the underlying feeling is most 
serious that the wit is most vigorous. 

Rosalind is not the only commentator in the play, and its nature 
will become clearer if we consider her relation to the others. Both 
[aques and Touchstone are added to the narrative source, and both 
arc onlookers rather than participants. The sententiousness of Jaques 
is a butt for all the other characters ~ when we first sec him (n. vii) he 
is blissfully unaware that the fool he met in the forest has been fooling 
him - and Orlando, even in the throes of his love-melancholy, has 
been able to put him in his place (m. ii. 270-314). But it is Rosalind 
who gives the crispest exposition of his absurdity (iv. L 1-31) in a 
passage which aptly leads up to the greater subtlety of her mockery 
of Orlando. 

Touchstone^ is a more complex figure. He is sometimes allowed 
to be the mouthpiece of a satiric intention, as in his low-life parody of 
pastoral love in n. iv. But even here his range is limited; he is, says 
Rosalind, ‘wiser than he is ware of* While he can fool Jaques, he is 

* He ought not, strictly, to appear under this name in the Dramads Per¬ 
sonae. Touchstone is an assumed name like Ganymede and Aliena; tee the Folio’s 
initial stage direction in n. iv. 
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easily foiled in his attempt to confuse the rustic simplicity of Corin in 
in. ii; this seems to me the obvious point of that encounter, which has 
prompted the most extraordinarily solemn interpretations, crediting 
Touchstone now with penetrating critical insight, now with nihilistic 
gloom.^ As the play proceeds, Touchstone is less and less able to con¬ 
vey the author’s comment on the action, and he is finally restricted 
to providing in his marriage with Audrey a sort of hymeneal anti¬ 
masque and to playing the professional fool at tedious length - if any¬ 
thing in Shakespeare is dead, it is surely the satire on duelling etiquette 
in v. iv. We end with Rosalind in undisputed control of her own 
destiny and that of the other characters. There is not even a suggestion 
that the usurping Duke’s melodramatic conversion is more than a de¬ 
vice to wind up the play: it needs a Jaques to take it seriously. And 
the epilogue belongs to Rosalind with as full right as that of Twelfth 
Night to Festc. 

The influence of Ben Jonson’s early comedies* (in one of which, 
Every Man In His Humour^ Shakespeare is recorded as having acted) is 
pervasive in Twelfth Nighty but does not obtrude itself as something 
alien. That part of the play in which it is prominent ~ the story of 
Malvolio’s gulling by Sir Toby and his associates - has been described 
as ‘the comic underplot’, but Twelfth Night is remarkable for the 
absence of a clear division into main action and sub-plot, and such a 
description is of use only as a corrective to romantic attempts to centre 
the whole play on MalvoHo, who is no more sentimentalized by 
Shakespeare than is Shylock. There is not the contrast that is usual, 
especially in the plays of Shakespeare’s early maturity, between a 
more and a less sophisticated society, each relatively self-contained, 
with cross-references and comments on the main action from the 
world of the subordinate action. There is, rather, a single society, 
with subtle internal gradations. This makes possible a delicately comic 
treatment of the love of Orsino and the self-conscious retirement of 
Olivia. Shakespeare does not want to satirize heavily the element of 
affectation in either. Hence our sense of the ridiculous is directed 
primarOy towards Malvolio, whose sickness of self-love (i. v. 96) 
Ohvia is well able to diagnose even before it is fuUy displayed in the 
plot against him. Olivia might tend to seem silly - the theme of in¬ 
fatuation for a girl in disguise calls for careful handling - if she were 
not so obviously sensible by contrast with Malvolio. In the more 
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isolated world' of Belmont, Shakespeare would not have ventured 
to expose Portia to any comparable risk of ridicule. He goes even 
further towards presenting Orsino in a comic hght, and here there is 
the added difficulty that Orsino must be available for a sudden trans¬ 
ference of affection at the end of the play; but Shakespeare prevents 
undue attention to diis element of the story by interposing the farcical 
chmax to the gulling of MalvoHo. ♦ 

The comparison with Jonson may be dwelt on once more. With 
the possible exception of MalvoUo, Twelfth Night does not contain 
any of tlie great ‘characters' of Shakespeare. Now, even if we are on 
our guard against the excesses of nineteenth-century ‘character- 
criticism', we have to admit as a matter of history that Falstaff, Ham¬ 
let, and many other Shakespearian characters have imposed them¬ 
selves on the imagination of readers with a certain independence of 
the plays in which they figure. Recent research® has shown that while 
allusions to Jonson’s plays in the seventeenth century were consider¬ 
ably more frequent than those to Shakespeare's, certain individual 
characters, especially Falstaff, were far more often referred to than 
any ofjonson's. Here, then, is a Jonsonian trait in Twelfth Nighty and 
the resemblance can be illustrated also by reference to one of the best- 
known critical judgements on the two writers. ‘Whereas in Shake¬ 
speare', says T. S. Ehot,* ‘the effect is due to the way in wliich the 
characters act upon one anotlier, in Jonson it is given by the way in 
which the characters in with each other.' The contrast is not an 
absolute one, but in this respect too Shakespeare is closer to Jonson in 
Twelfth Night than elsewhere. 


Julius Caesar is a play which well deserves study for its own sake, 
though its place in Shakespeare's development as a tragic dramatist 
has often, reasonably enough, been the centre of interest. Shakespeare 
has evidently carried over to a different subject some of the methods 
used in the English history plays. He is, however, freed from certain 
limitations. Especially in the first history plays, though even there he 
remodels his historical material, he has to work within an annalistic 
framework; and up to the end of the series the king's reign remains 
the unit of construction. In Julius Caesar there is no restriction of this 
kind. He can take the momentous event as the centre of his play, and 
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the peculiarities of construction in Julius Caesar arise largely from the 
fact that it is the Shakespeare play which takes its unity most notably 
from a single event: the death of Caesar, the central secular event in 
world liistory. Tliis is the simplest way of describing how the play 
hangs together: it has been elaborated by critics who have remarked 
that the ‘spirit of Caesar* is more powerful than the living Caesar had 
been, and Shakespeare himself makes this point: ‘O Julius Caesar, 
thou art mighty yet!’ (v. iii. 94). It seems wiser to stop short of in¬ 
voking such an abstraction as ‘Caesarism’; Shakespeare shows con¬ 
spicuous discretion in not raising in our minds the question of what 
Caesar’s rule would really have been like. What matters for the play 
is people’s hopes and fears about it, and the brutality and incompetence 
of the triumvirs’ rule which takes its place. 

So much for the relation of the play to the English history plays. 
The other element in it which has been discussed in relation to Shake¬ 
speare’s development is the figure of Brutus. The notion of Brutus as 
an embryo Hamlet has been specially popular.^ The comparison is 
legitimate so long as it docs not seek to estabhsh an exclusive line of 
development; more than Hamlet is foreshadowed by Julius Caesar as a 
whole, and Wilson Knight* has done a service by pointing out how 
much of Macbetli, too, can be seen in Brutus. But one Shakespearian 
theme which becomes predominant in Hamlet certainly makes its 
first notable appearance in the presentation of Brutus in Julius Caesar: 
the notion of a disparity between the man and what he does. This 
notion still seems somewhat intrusive: the play is not built around 
it as Hamlet is. The result is (to exaggerate a little) that where Hamlet 
is a mystery Brutus is a puzzle. Two factors contribute to make this 
so. The first is that, as I have said, Shakespeare is attempting some¬ 
thing new. The second is that, as has often been pointed out, he is 
committed to presenting a doctrinaire intellectual, and one whose 
doctrine (classical republicanism) is one with which he has no spon¬ 
taneous imaginative sympathy. Yet he is surprisingly successful in 
making something positive out of his limitations. The best example is 
Brutus’s soliloquy in ii. i. Coleridge’s difficulties with tliis were the 
difficulties of a true critic; Shakespeare seems here to be wliittling 
away the whole meaning of theoretic rcpubUcanism, and it is not an 
adequate answer to point to the monarchical assumptions of Shake¬ 
speare’s day. Brutus in this soliloquy is and is not a republican, and 
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the obscurities in the speech, though in part the result of Shakespeare’s 
lack of sympathy with the ideas involved, also convey ‘the instinct of 
a man over the threshold of whose awareness a terrible doubt per¬ 
petually threatens to lap*.’ 

Enough has been said about the links between Julius Caesar and 
some of Shakespeare’s earlier and later work. Among its qualities 
considered as an independent play, I shall single out only one - its 
moral and political realism. When Shakespeare wrote, there was al¬ 
ready a large body of interpretations of the fall of Caesar, both in 
drama and elsewhere, and there was by no means a single orthodox 
view. But there was a tradition of partisan interpretation, whetlier on 
the republican or the monarchical side. Shakespeare shows his prefer¬ 
ence for a more humanized treatment by taking Plutarch as his 
starting-point rather than any of the sixteenth-century dramatic ver¬ 
sions. He does show the influence of the latter as well, but the bom¬ 
bastic elements in Caesar himself which have given offence, and have 
raised doubts as to Shakespeare's intentions, are markedly toned down 
from earlier Senecan dramas in Latin, and from that curious anony¬ 
mous play - academic but with strong aflinities to Marlowe - 
Caesar*s Revetjge (c. 1592-6). But in the latter the whole play is bom¬ 
bastic in tone. Shakespeare has modified the traditional stage Caesar, 
but he has modified the staple of the play's language far more, so tliat 
Caesar himself stands out. The exact purpose of this treatment is open 
to dispute, but what seems clear is that Caesar speaks as he does be¬ 
cause of some realistic and psychological intention on Shakespeare's 
part, perhaps, as Stewart suggests, to convey ‘the impression of one 
physically fretted to decay, and opposing to the first faltcrings of the 
mind an increasingly rigid and absolute assertion of the Caesar idea'.® 

Here, then, there is psychological realism. Equally pronounced is 
the moral realism with which the conspiracy is viewed. Whatever 
may be the ideological veneer, murder remains murder. There are 
greater and more complex things in Shakespeare, but there is nothing 
which better displays clarity and sanity of moral vision than Act III 
of Julius Caesar, with Brutus's high-minded sacrificial attitude towards 
murder displayed vrithout comment and condemning itself simply 
by expressing itself: 

Stoop, Romans, stoop. 

And let us bathe our hands in Caesar’s blood 
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Up to the elbows, and besmear our swords; 

Then walk we forth even to the market-place, 

And waving our red weapons o’er our heads. 

Let’s all cry, ‘Peace, freedom, and liberty*. 

(m. i) 

Pope was shocked by this from Brutus, and transferred it to Casca. 
But Shakespeare knew better. And after self-revelation, tlie working- 
out of the consequences in action: Antony’s servant comes with a 
message; Antony himself echoes and parodies the assassins’ horrible 
self-exaltadon - ‘whilst your purpled hands do reek and smoke ... 
The choice and master spirits of this age’. But they arc so infatuated 
that they cannot sec themselves aright in the mirror held up to them, 
and we realize that their fate is sealed. 


Many of the ‘problems’ connected with Hamlet have been such as to 
distract attention from the play itself. The existence of three inde¬ 
pendent texts, the earliest of wliich differs greatly from the other two, 
and the evidence for a still earlier play on the subject, have contributed 
to this. Fortunately, opinion is now coming to rest at a point between 
absolute scepticism and excessive credulity. It is generally agreed that 
behind Shakespeare’s play lies a play of the late 1580s, very likely by 
Thomas Kyd. But few would claim to be able to rcconstrua that 
play even in outline, and there is very little in the earliest printed 
text, the ‘Bad Quarto’ of 1603, that cannot be explained as an attempt 
to reconstruct from memory the full Shakespearian play as we have 
it in the two ‘good’ editions (Second Quarto and Folio), a play prob¬ 
ably written in or about 1600. These findings of recent scholarship 
have the value for the critic that good scholarship customarily has: to 
send him back to the play, and set him to work on liis proper task, 
the imaginative interpretation of what he has in front of him and not 
of something else which may be conjectured to have once existed. 
The futility of much that has been written about Hamlet can be ap¬ 
preciated by imagining the sort of‘explanations’ of difficulties in King 
Lear that might have been devised if The True Chronicle History of 
King Leir had not survived but had been known to have existed. 

To say this is not to advocate taking Hamlet out of its historical and 
literary setting. It is more important that it is a ‘revenge tragedy*, with 
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aHmides to Kyd’s surviving Spanish Tragedy, than that it may well be 
indebted to a play by Kyd on this very subject. There is even a sense, 
very well brought out recently by Professor Lawlor,® in which 
Hamlet is the only revenge tragedy of its period. It is the only play in 
which a real tragic conflict arises directly out of tlie imposition of the 
task of revenge upon its hero. In other plays deaUng with the subject 
the ethics of revenge are raised directly as an issue bearing on the 
hero’s conduct, and he makes his decision either for or (as in Tour¬ 
neur’s Atheist's Tragedy) against revenge. In such plays we have a com¬ 
bination of melodrama and thesis play. (This is not true, in spite of its 
title, of the Revenger s Tragedy, which stands apart from the main 
tradition in various ways.) But in Hamlet, just because the central 
moral question about revenge is not overtly raised, and is, indeed, 
kept from the full recognition of the hero, it can be built into the cen¬ 
tral fabric of the play, so that we have, in Professor Lawlor’s words, 
‘a man commanded to do what he has no assurance is right ... a 
situation of pure tragedy*. 

Such a description gives precision to what has often been said 
about Hamlet from varying points of view: that he stands between 
two worlds, belonging fuUy to neither. If we are not careful, an ao 
count of tliis kind will dissolve both the prince and the play into mere 
symbols in a broadly sketched philosophy of history. Yet that sense 
of incongruity between central figure and background remains, and 
this is best attributed not to Hamlet’s weakness, not to his inabihty to 
make up his mind, not to the recalcitrance of an inherited plot, not to 
Shakespeare’s failure to find an ‘objective correlative’ for his experi¬ 
ence, but to tlic decision to leave the framework of a revenge play 
standing, wliile raising the moral problem of revenge only by impli¬ 
cation, and by that very fact giving it a more universal significance 
than it had had before on the English stage. 

The incongruity I have referred to is felt very specially in the con¬ 
trast between action and soliloquy. The action of the whole play is 
notably varied and spectacular. Dr Johnson recorded this with charac¬ 
teristic force: ‘The incidents are so numerous that the argument of 
the play would make a long tale.... New characters appear from time 
to time in continual succession, exhibiting various forms of life and 
particular modes of conversation’. And Shakespeare had been before 
him in the description of his own play: 


210 



shakespbare: the middle plays 
So shall you hear 

Of carnal, bloody, and unnatural acts, 

Of accidental judgments, casual slaughters; 

Of deaths put on by cunning and forc’d cause, 

And, in this upshot, purposes mistook 
Fall’n on th* inventors’ heads. 

(v. ii) 

Nor would a summary of Hamlet's own acts during the play make 
him seem out of place in it. It is in the soliloquies that we find prac¬ 
tically all the evidence for the view of Hamlet as one who delays to 
act. The climax of this difficulty comes in Hamlet’s dialogue with the 
ghost in the bedchamber scene. Hamlet asks: 

Do you not come your tardy son to chide. 

That, laps’d in time and passion, lets go by 
Th’ important acting of your dread command? 

And the ghost falls in with Hamlet's own view of liimself: 

... this visitation 
Is but to whet thy almost blunted purpose. 

(ra. iv) 

Analysis in the study may think out ingenious explanations of this 
dialogue, but the plain fact remains: Hamlet's purpose is said to be 
‘almost blunted’ at a time when he has less than a hundred lines earlier 
performed the decisive action of stabbing the man he takes to be 
Claudius. (From some accounts of the scene, one would think, on dis¬ 
covering that the body was that of Polonius, Hamlet ought to have 
said to Gertrude: ‘Excuse me, I must now go and kill the right man.') 
The double vision of Hamlet's behaviour is thus no oversight on 
Shakespeare's part: it is built into the fabric of the whole play. 

The remainder of tlie space that can be spared for Hamlet I devote 
to a single problem of dramatic technique. The opening scene is de¬ 
servedly a classic for stage-craft and creation of atmosphere. But it 
may be asked why it should be there at all. Is there not a risk of anti¬ 
climax in the next ghost scene once the theme of mystery has been 
so thoroughly exploited in this first oncf The scene is, at any rate, 
typical of Shakespeare in two ways: it illustrates his technique of 
anticipation and his use of the false scent. He often paves the way for 
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the M exploitation of a theme by introducing it in a less elaborate 
fashion at an earlier stage. As for the * false scent\ it may sound more 
appropriate to detective story than to poetic drama (and critics of 
Hamlet have not always kept the two things at a proper distance), but 
it has a very genuine function in this play. The suggestion of a danger 
tlireatening from outside is made at some length: 

.,. tell me he that knows. 

Why this same strict and most observant watch 
So nightly toils the subject of the land? 

(i.i) 

And the answer describes in considerable detail the political relations 
between Denmark and Norway, and the conclusion is drawn. 

Well may it sort that this portentous figure 
Comes armed tlirough our watch, so like the king 
That was and is the question of these wars. 

(i.i) 

If we start thus with a false but plausible diagnosis, we are the better 
able to realize the difficulties that a more searching investigation will 
involve. And right tlirough, Hamlet is a play one of whose main 
themes is the bringing to light of what is hidden. 

It is not perhaps so clear why Shakespeare sacrifices the effect of 
making the ghost’s meeting with Hamlet coincide with his first ap¬ 
pearance. One obvious tiling he gains is an effective contrast between 
the first scene and the superficial brilliance of the second; we have the 
sense that behind all this the ghost and all he stands for is waiting. But 
is it necessary for this that Hamlet should not yet have met the ghost? 
Yes, if wc are to have the soliloquy in i. ii, whose purpose is to show 
us the impact on Hamlet of the known, external facts: and the full 
effect of that soliloquy depends on the combination of ignorance on 
Hamlet’s part with vague knowledge on that of the audience. As far 
as Hamlet knows, no action that will have any influence on what hap¬ 
pens is possible for him - not even the substitute offered by words 
(*brcak, my heart, for I must hold my tongue’). Yet the audience at 
one and the same time partakes in this sense of impotence and antici¬ 
pates the new factor that the news brought by Horatio and the others 
is Just about to introduce. The new sense of direction and purpose 
that this brings is summed up in the final words of the scene: 
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... would the night were come I 
Till then sit still, my soul: foul deeds will rise, 

Though all the earth overwhelm them, to men's eyes. 

This ‘sitting still’, in purposeful anticipation, is a very different thing 
from the state symbolized in the ‘unweeded garden of the soliloquy, 
that docs nothing but grow to seed. 

Part of the effectiveness of presenting the ghost and Hamlet 
separately in the first two scenes lies in the sense conveyed that each 
is groping out towards the other. Neither figure is complete in itself, 
and the play will make sense only when tliey are brought into contact. 
In fact, the imperfections of the contact, when it does come, are 
largely responsible for the complications of the central parts of the 
play. But further exploration must be here left to the reader. 


Troilus and Cressida is probably the most isolated of the plays dis¬ 
cussed here, though it is linked to Hamlet by its imagery and to 
Twelfth Night by its affinities with Jonsonian comedy.^” It is pretty 
clear that the play was not written for Shakespeare’s usual audience 
of the public theatre, and a number of legal references, and the general 
tone of the play with its combination of ratiocination and specially 
obtrusive bawdry, favour the suggestion that it was designed for an 
Inns of Court audience - the nearest thing that Elizabethan England 
could offer to an undergraduate audience of today. 

Shakespeare takes advantage of the fact that he is addressing a 
sophisticated audience, to whom the central characters in this story 
arc familiar, even proverbial, figures. He even calls attention to the 
familiarity, with ironic effect, at one of the crucial points of the ac¬ 
tion. Troilus has proclaimed his undying faithfulness, and Cressida 
replies, concluding "with the wish that, if she is false, the accepted 
comparison for all ‘false maids in love* may be ‘as false as Cressid*. 
Pandarus then sums up: ‘if ever you prove false one to another,... let 
all pitiful goers-between be call’d to the world’s end after my name; 
call them all Pandars; let all constant men be Troiluses, all false 
women Cressids, and all brokers-between Pandars! say, Amen’ (in. 
ii. 206-12). The purpose of calling attention to the traditional roles 
which await the three is sufficiently urgent to override the logical 
contradiction between ‘false one to another* and ‘all constant men'. 


A.s. -10 


213 



PART THREE 

Shakespeare, then, has taken a traditional story, more medieval than 
classical in its associations - for the English reader, the three main 
characters are to all intents and purposes the creation of Chaucer - 
and made of it a play with affinities tojonson’s ‘comical satire\ What 
can be said about the mood and purport of the play? Stagnation and 
inconclusiveness are perhaps the characteristics that strike us most 
forcibly. On the public (or military-political) side, when action does 
get going at the end of the play, it is purposeless violence. Hector for 
the second time in the play (the first has been his acquiescence in the 
refusal to surrender Helen) acts against his own better judgement, 
against the voice of reason and justice, ironically embodied on each 
occasion in the mad Cassandra, and goes to his death. Troilus, having 
lost all that makes life mean anything to him, ceases to be the model 
chivalrous warrior described by Ulysses (iv. v. 96-112), and becomes, 
as Hector calls him, a ‘savage* (v. iii. 49), and the action of the play 
ends with his unbalanced and (as we know) fruitless ‘hope of revenge* 
(v. X. 31). Is there, then, cynicism and nihilism at the heart of the play f 
There is no need to think so, although the society depicted in it is 
more radically diseased than that in any other play of Shakespeare, 
and more than in the comparable plays ofjonson, where the assump¬ 
tion is tliat the cure for what is amiss is in principle simple, though not 
necessarily easy to put into practice. But this is also the play which 
furnishes the fullest, and most often quoted, version in Shakespeare 
of the Elizabethan doctrine of social and cosmic order, the speech of 
Ulysses in l. iii, 75-137* It is equally important tliat that speech should 
be there and that it should be ineffectual. The doctrine stands, 
whether it can be put into practice or not, yet perhaps Shakespeare 
would not have given it such explicit and lengthy expression if he 
had not wanted to mark the contrast between what Ulysses here says 
and what he can actually do in the situation vdth which he is faced. 
He can only propose to exploit, in the public interest, the evil and 
disruptive individualism of Ajax and Achilles: 

Two curs shall tame each other: pride alone 
Must tarre the mastiffs on, as *twerc their bone, 

(I. iii) 

If on the Greek side we have soimd principles among the leaders, 
but a fatal gap between principles and application, the Trojan case is 
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equally clear: open violation of‘these moral laws Of nature and of 
nations* (n. ii. 184-5) - ^ technical plirasc that would be full of mean¬ 
ing to Shakespeare’s original audience. Notliing could be more mis¬ 
guided than the attempt to see the Greeks and the Trojans as the 
representatives of rival ‘values* - ‘intellect* and ‘intuition* - with 
Shakespeare conveying his preference for ‘intuition*. Certain positive 
qualities are, it is implied, more conspicuous on the Trojan side: the 
Trojans are more ‘sprightly* (n. ii. 190) than ‘the dull and factious 
nobles of the Greeks* (ii. ii. 209), and the verse of the Greek council 
scene assumes a lighter, less constricted movement when Aeneas en¬ 
ters to propose an end to ‘this dull and long-continued truce* (i. iii. 
262). But the notion of a supra-rational intuition has no place in the 
thought of Shakespeare or of liis age, for which the time-honoured 
antithesis of reason and passion is adequate, and in terms of that the 
condemnation of both sides is clear. The public world of the play is 
one in which action in defiance of moral standards proceeds un¬ 
checked, but the standards are plain for all to see, and they are the 
same for all: reasonable but not therefore coldly and rcstrictively in¬ 
tellectual. This view of the world of the play does not belong entirely 
to the medieval ‘degradation* of the Troy story. Almost all that wc 
find in Shakespeare had already been seen in Homer by Horace: 

seditionc, dolis, scelerc atque libidine ct ira 
Iliacos intra muros peccatur et extra. 

{Epistles, 1. ii. 15-16)* 

Nor arc other structural elements in the play without classical war¬ 
rant. Achilles is indeed degraded, but the broad contrast between 
Ulysses on the one hand and Ajax and Achilles on the other - be¬ 
tween intelligence and brute force (i. iii. 197-210) - goes back to that 
most popular of EUzabethan classics, Ovid’s Metamorphoses, where 
the contest between Ulysses and Ajax for the arms of Achilles is con¬ 
ceived precisely in these terms. 

What relation does tlie story of Troilus and Cressida bear to the 
whole Greek and Trojan setting? Clearly, love and war are associated 
in a very intimate way. Troilus himself expresses this at the beginning 
of the play: 

* *By faction, by deceits, by crime, by lust, and by anger, they offend within 
and without the walls of Ilium' (translation, Lonsdale and Lee). 
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Why should I war without the walls of Troy, 
That find such cruel battle here within? 

(i.i) 


where there is an effective double-meaning in ‘within* - taking the 
two lines together, the obvious meaning is ‘within Troy*, but line 3 
also con veys a suggestion of conflict within Troilus liimsclf, and it is 
this idea that is carried further in what follows: 

But I am weaker than a woman’s tear, 

Tamer than sleep, fonder than ignorance, 

Less valiant than the virgin in the night. 

And skilless as unpractis’d infancy. 


(Li) 

We are never allowed to forget the paralleHsm between love and war, 
and in this play, in spite of its impassioned set-speeches, we are never 
far from the innuendoes to which this parallchsm gives rise. It is cer¬ 
tainly present in the reference to the virgin‘s lack of valour, which sug¬ 
gests such comments as that of Marlowe in Hero and Leander (n. 296): 
‘In such wars women use but half their strength*; indeed, the tone of 
Shakespeare’s treatment of love in this pLay frequently recalls the 
mock-seriousness of Marlowe’s poem. The hero of each is ironically 
presented as a mixture of naiVet^ and sophistication, and the detach¬ 
ment achieved in Hero and Leander by the tone of the narrator is em¬ 
bodied by Shakespeare in the commentary of Pandarus. 

In this respect the first scene sets the tone of the play. There is a 
sharp contrast between Troilus’s high-flown verse and Pandarus’s 
prose comments. But Troilus is perfectly willing to move from die 
one plane to the other, and to enter into the spirit of Pandarus’s 
bantering: ‘He that will have a cake out of the wheat must needs 
tarry the grinding’ (i. i. 14-15). Thus, right at die beginning we have, 
in connexion with love, the imagery drawn from food which Miss 
Spurgeon^^ notes as linking this play with Hamlet, What is specially 
typical of Troilus and Cressida is the cxplicimcss of such imagery, not 
only in the banter of this opening scene but also in Troilus’s most 
impassioned utterances. When he exclaims: 

Th’ imaginary relish is so sweet 
That it enchants my sense. What will it be 
When that the wat’ry palate tastes indeed 
Love’s thrice-repured nectar ? 


(ULii) 
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it is difficult to find liis love quite so ‘idealistic* as Miss Spurgeon 
would have it. Not that Shakespeare is ever prudish or ‘Platonic* 
about love, and metaphors from taste are thoroughly traditional, but 
in this play there is an osciDation between the overstrained and the 
obtrusively physical (especially in this matter of food-images) which 
helps to build up for us a Troilus intensely vulnerable in his mixture 
of sensuality and romanticism. (To observe this reminds us how com¬ 
plex arc the interrelations between Shakespeare’s plays: for in spite of 
the great dissimilarities between the two plays in structure, Troilus is 
perhaps closer to Othello than to any other Shakespearian hcro.^*) 
Love and war, love and food - those comparisons permeate the 
play, and no attempt is made to conceal their conventional nature. 
One other reiterated and explicit use of a particular kind of com¬ 
parison is worth following in some detail, because it is capable of very 
different colourings according to its context. In his early plays, Shake¬ 
speare often exploits the romantic associations of the activities of the 
merchant in his love-poetry: 

I am no pilot; yet wert thou as far 

As that vast shore wash’d with the furthest sea, 

I would adventure for such merchandise. 

(Romro and Juliet, n. ii) 

What happens to comparisons of this kind in Troilus and Cressida, 
where they arc very frequent? The merchant is first introduced by 
Troilus as part of an elaborate comparison in which Pandarui is 
involved: 

Her bed is India; there she lies, a pearl; 

Between our Ihum and where she resides 
Let it be call’d the wild and wand’ring flood; 

Ourself the merchant, and this sailing Pandar 
Our doubtful hope, our convoy and our bark. 

(Li) 

Pandarus is not here the merchant, but throughout the play there arc 
frequent references to his function, culminating in the phrase ‘traden 
in the flesh* in the Epilogue (v. x. 46), which is often, I beUeve wrongly, 
suspected of being non-Shakespearian. As a result, descriptions of 
love in terms of merchandise in this play tend to have unfavourable 
overtones, and to link up with the other trains of imagery already 
mentioned. Thus Troilus, arguing that Helen should not be given up: 
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Wc turn not back the silks upon the merchant 
When wc have soil’d them, nor the remainder viands 
We do not throw in unrcspcctivc sieve^ 

Because wc now arc fulL 

(n.ii) 

Against this background Troilus’s attempt later in the speech to use 
the old romantic language has an unsound ring: 

Why, she is a pearl, 

"Whose price hath launch’d above a thousand ships. 

And turn’d crown’d kings to merchants. 

(n.ii) 

The central event of the play, too, that which precipitates the whole 
catastrophe, is the exchange of Cressida for Antenor, and it is at the 
point where that exchange is being negotiated that we have the most 
vehement denunciation of Helen, in which the themes of exchange 
(with comparison between war and merchandise), sexual repulsion, 
and food arc intricately interwoven (iv. i. 51-78; the passage is so 
closely knit that no extract from it is adequate to illustrate the tech¬ 
nique). 

In tliis discussion the genuine intensity of the love-poetry has fallen 
somewhat into the background. This has been intentional, because it 
has never gone unrecognized, whereas the degree to which Shake¬ 
speare quaUfies our response to it has often been underestimated. That 
the love ofTroUus, for all the youthful ardour which sometimes tempts 
us to think of Shakespeare as entirely carried away by it, essentially 
belongs to the shallow and corrupt world of Troy, is shown also 
by the arrangement of scenes. Throughout the play, Shakespeare's 
method b a sharp juxtaposition of contrasting and apparently dis¬ 
jointed scenes, and nowhere is this technique more forcibly used than 
in m. i~ii. Taken in isolation, m. i b one of the most tedious pieces of 
bawdry in Shakespeare, but in its context it b extremely effective. It 
presents 11$ with Helen and Paris, who must surely represent the norm 
of sophisticated love-intrigue at Troy. In its intensity Troilus's love 
b very different, but he cannot escape from thb world of Courtly 
Love in decay, of which Shakespeare is as unsparing an analyst as 
Spenser, One wonders whether in in. ii. 78-9, * 0 ! let my lady ap- 

* 'Refuse-bucket’ (if the text is sound; Quarto and Folio differ, and the 
word intended may be an old spelling of'sewer’). 
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prchcnd no fear: in all Cupid’s pageant there is presented no mon¬ 
ster’, there is an ironic reference to the pageant of Cupid in the Faerie 
Queene (ra. xii. 25), of which Troilus’s assertion would be pitifully 
false. The last lines of this stanza: 

... faint Injirmitie 
Vile Povertie, and lastly Death with infamic, 

describe the traditional end of Cressida, which is also the end of 
Spenser’s Hcllenorc in his brilhant satirical transposition of the story 
of Helen into Courdy Love terms (Faerie Queene, in. x), and it is 
tempting to see in the kissing of Cressida ‘in general' (rv. v. 21) on her 
arrival in the Greek camp a recollection of Spenser’s Hellenore among 
the Satyn: 

But every Satyre first did give a busse 
To Hellenore: so busses did abound. 

(m. X. 46) 


Among the other themes of this rich and complex play, one de¬ 
serves at least a passing reference. The intrigue in the Greek camp, and 
especially the scene between Ulysses and Achilles (ra. iii), is made the 
vehicle for a remarkable analysis of the absurd and suicidal pride and 
self-sufficiency which is at the heart of the Greeks’ failure. Nowhere 
in Shakespeare do we have so many pregnant compounds beginning 
with ‘self-’, and the theme is summed up with incomparable vivid¬ 
ness in Ulysses’ description of Achilles as one who: 

... speaks not to himself but with a pride 
That quarrels at self-breath. 


(niii) 


The significance of this theme was not missed by one of the pro- 
foundest students of Shakespeare (and a particular admirer of this 
play), John Keats, who echoes it several times in his famous letter on 
the poetical charaacr (October 27,1818), and quotes a relatively un¬ 
obtrusive instance of it, ‘a thing per se and stands alone’ (based on i. ii. 
16--17) in his account of‘the Wordsworthian or egotistical subUme’. 

The theme of this play has often been conjectured to have been an 
uncongenial one for Shakespeare. How far it is a success is not to be 
hastily decided, but the investigation of a number of prominent 
themes has brought to fight more signs of a perhaps over-exuberant 
virtuosity than of repulsion or of spiritual disquiet on the poet’s own 
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part. And those who imagine that its handling of a classical theme 
and its peculiarities of construction are such as to put it outside the 
orbit of neo-classical’ sympathy may be reminded that Dr Johnson 
found it *morc correctly written than most of Shakespeare s composi¬ 
tions’ and the characters preserved with great cxacmcss*. 

★ ★ ★ 

Troilus and Cressida is admittedly a play with many technical pe¬ 
culiarities, and it is not surprising that it should have been found 
difficult. With Measure for Measure, on the other hand, we have what 
IS on the face of it a comedy of a more familiar kind. Disaster is 
warded off, and the tables turned on the villain, by the resource of 
the heroine; and the whole story ends with disclosure followed by 
reconciliation and forgiveness. Yet the play has been found ‘bitter* 
and ‘cynical’, and inferences to its author’s supposed state of mind 
drawn on the strength of this. 

There is, of course, much more in the play than my summary in¬ 
dicates, and much in which the imagination of tlic tragic dramatist is 
visible, notably the presentation of Angelo. But it is not primarily 
this that has caused dissatisfaction with Shakespeare’s handling of his 
material. The objection has been to the forgiveness of Angelo, though 
no doubt the question arises in critics’ minds largely because of the 
force witli which he has been portrayed. There arc also a number of 
subordinate objections which may be taken first 
The very nature of tlic Mariana sub-plot of the ‘substituted bride* 
has given offence. It is a relevant answer to point to the popularity 
of this as a folk-story diemc, but the main question is tlic use Shake¬ 
speare makes of it. Its traditional character makes it at least improbable 
that Shakespeare, in introducing it, should have given a twist to it in¬ 
volving condemnation of both Isabella and the Duke. The manner 
^and even the fact) of Isabella’s refusal to yield to Angelo in order to 
save her brother has also been criticized; m particular the terms in 
which she sums up the situation: 

Then, Isabel, live chaste, and, brother, die: 

More than our brother is our chastity. 

(n. iv) 

On this, one comment may be added to the discussion by R. W. 
Chambers.^* In the whole speech, of which the couplet quoted is a 
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higWy stylized summing-up, Isabella is expressing her belief that 
Claudio’s indignation when he hears of Angelo’s proposal will help 
him to meet death bravely. This is not just a high-flown fancy of the 
inexperienced Isabella: it is an assumption normal for the world of 
this kind of play. One of the wonderful things about Shakespeare’s 
art is that Claudio does not play his expected heroic-romantic part, 
but by his passionate outburst of fear and hope provokes Isabella’s 
equally passionate and equally anguished rejoinder - which inci¬ 
dentally does succeed in restoring Claudio’s morale. 

The objections so far mentioned are subordinate to the main 
difficulty about the play. Measure for Measure presents us with a more 
daring combination of reaHstic and symbolic techniques^* tlian any 
other play of Shakespeare, and it is not easy for the present-day 
reader or spectator to adjust himself to the transitions so as to get the 
whole play in focus. From this point of view it wiU be best to con¬ 
centrate not on the persons in the play who are most interesting as 
‘characters’, but on the Duke. 

He is perhaps the best example in Shakespeare of the type of 
character which is baffling to a modem reader who expects naturalistic 
characterization to be paramount in a play. But he is almost as un¬ 
satisfactory to one in search of overt symbolism or allegory. The 
Duke directs the action from behind the scenes, but he is at the same 
time involved in the detail of the intrigue, and becomes a figure of 
low comedy in his interchanges with Lucio. There is some excuse for 
treating the portraiture as not necessarily realistic, but at any rate be¬ 
longing to the type of comedy that combines a low-life with a 
romantic interest. To counteract this, it is scarcely enough to point to 
situations and phrases in the play which imply a providential role for 
the Duke, such as Angelo’s exclamation: 

I perceive your Grace, like pow’r divine 
Hath look’d upon my passes. 

(v.i) 

Has Shakespeare any recognizable method of bridging the gap 
between the two methods of presentation? For one thing, the 
realism itself is largely of a kind presented so as to illustrate the 
problems of a corrupt society. The Duke, in his disguise as a Friar, 
remarks: 
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My business in this state 
Made me a looker-on here in Vienna, 

Where I have seen corruption boil and bubble 
Till it o'er-run the stews. 

(v.i) 

The whole treatment approximates to the parable, the technique of 
which involves a much less sharp contrast between literal sense and 
interpretation than does the allegory proper. The advance of parable 
at the expense of allegory is a development of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries,^® and here Shakespeare’s approach is sub¬ 
stantially modem rather than medieval; but he retains the capacity 
for assimilating into drama the more abstractly symbolic elements as 
well. Hence we do not need to make too precise the way in which the 
marriage between the Duke and Isabella is to be taken. It can be 
called romantic or even fairy-tale, and it would be anomalous for the 
heroine of a romantic comedy to remain unmarried at the end of the 
play. But the technique has moved far enough in the symbolic direc¬ 
tion for us to apprehend as part of the total effect the idea of a holy 
union between Justice and Mercy. 

Do such considerations as these meet all the difficulties that are 
liable to be raised by the behaviour of the ‘old fantastical duke of dark 
comers’ (rv. hi. 167-8)? Probably not entirely. Over and above pos¬ 
sible dislocation of the text, especially in the fourth act, Shakespeare’s 
purpose seems to involve conveying a sense of the sheer unaccounta¬ 
bility and oddity of the way things happen. The critics who regarded 
the play as a savage attack on the governance of the universe were 
clearly standing it on its head, but they were right in so far as they 
saw that the world depicted did not display a neat ‘poetic justice’. The 
Duke, at one of his most ‘providential’ moments, explains why he 
will not tell Isabella that her brother is alive: 

I will keep her ignorant of her good, 

To make her heavenly comforts of despair, 

When it is least expected. 

(iv. hi) 

This quotation is illuminating in more ways than one. It is true that 
this decision of the Duke is necessary for the coup de theatre of the last 
act. But it must also embody a conviction that life is, or can be, like 
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this. The story Shakespeare has chosen to tell, however odd and melo¬ 
dramatic in detail, and however much indebted to old folk themes, 
reflects the same blend of the intelligible with the sheerly unaccount¬ 
able which human life on a Christian interpretation has for Shako- 
speare. 

★ ★ ★ 

Othello, if a less complex fabric than the great tragedies which follow 
it, Lear and Macbeth, is an assured success of a high order. In choosing 
a few topics to develop, I am ignoring much that is of very great 
interest, such as the tight-knit construction of tlie play (and especially 
its use of ironic anticipation), and the question of the degree of 
realism, or naturahsm, with wliich Othello himself is presented. But 
since the play is one with a very wcU-defincd centre, the temptation- 
scene of Act III, scene iii, I prefer to concentrate on that, and on the 
Othello-Iago contrast wliich acliicves its greatest dramatic force there. 

This contrast affords perhaps the most striking example of Shake¬ 
speare’s use of modes of speech to convey a whole attitude to Hfe.^* 
The absence of any ground common to Othello and lago is particu¬ 
larly noticeable in their speech, and makes us feel each to be some¬ 
thing less than a complete human being. There is a certain element 
of symbolism in the play, whether or not we care to go as far as a 
recent critic'^ who put it tlius: ‘Othello is the human soul as it strives 
to be and lago is diat which corrodes or subverts it from witliin*. 
The ‘OthcUo-figure on the stage* is ‘Othello’s ego-idea ... the 
“noble” Othello imaginatively disengaged, though far from im¬ 
mune, from the lower Othello, the Othello who has been external¬ 
ized in lago*. 

The sort of phrase we remember from Othello is well illustrated 
from the first speech of any length that we hear from him: 

But that I love the gentle Desdemona, 

I would not my unhoused free condition 
Put into circumscription and confine 
For the sca*s worth, 

(Lii) 

The quality of the verse, flowing yet possessed of ‘sohdity and pre¬ 
cision of picturesque phrase or image*,“ the heightened repetition 
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(*circiimscription and confme*) which yet stops short of bombastic 
tautology, and the use of metaphor drawn from the sea, considered 
in all its majesty, to convey internal experience - all are of die essence 
of Othello. This language is particularly striking when we have be¬ 
come accustomed, as wc have in the first scene, to lago’s idiom. His 
speech, too, is characterized by images, but when he talks, for ex¬ 
ample, of the sea, it is to present a clear-cut intellcctuahzed analogy: 
*I ... must be be-lee*d and calm’d By debitor and creditor’ (i. i. 28- 
31), and liis images tend to occur not, hke Othello’s, in heightened 
passages, but in carefully patterned, persuasive, euphuistic prose: ‘Our 
bodies are our gardens, to the which our wills are gardeners’ etc. (i. 
iii. 324)- The first words he addresses to Othello are characteristic in 
their antithetic and detached style: 

Though in the trade of war I have slain men. 

Yet do I hold it very stuff o* th’ conscience 

To do no contriv’d murder. 

(i.n) 

Not only have wc heard lago first, but wc have heard him speci¬ 
fically directing his criticism against Othello. This means that the 
other way of looking at Othello’s situation has already been presented 
through the eyes, and in the diametrically opposed language, of lago 
in the first scene. All that can be said against Othello and liis love for 
Desdemona has been put in the grossest terms by lago, and Othello 
refutes it as much by being what his language shows him to be as by 
any particular things he says. Possible criticisms of Othello arc counter¬ 
acted by being associated with the discredited lago, yet at the same 
time the Othello who completely ignores them is somehow incom¬ 
plete. lago is a figure of vivid lifclikencss and individuahty, but he is 
concentrated on a single function. He embodies not just jealousy but 
every kind of sexual suspiciousness and suggestiveness, everything 
connected with the undermining of an ideal of life. A dramatic hand¬ 
ling which is symbolic in this wide sense makes Othello a work of an 
entirely different order from the sensational story from which Shake¬ 
speare adapted his plot. 

The temptation scene (iii. iii) may now be considered, and here J 
want to concentrate on one point: the way in which Othello is 
manoeuvred into a position where his fate is certain. The central 
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Speech (in. iii. 176-92) is a long one, and only two crucial passages 
can be quoted: 

... to be once in doubt 
Is once to be resolv’d. 


and 


rU sec before I doubt; when I doubt, prove; 
And on the proof, there is no more but this. 
Away at once with love or jealousy! 


Othello's demand here is logically absurd: a single ‘crucial experi¬ 
ment' cannot demonstrate Desdemona to be faithful in the same way 
as it could demonstrate her to be unfaithful; yet that is what Othello 
has been manoeuvred into demanding. lago's success has lain in 
eliciting the demand for ocular proof, which is to re-establish the 
assurance Othello had previously had, not as a result of wcii^hing up 
evidence but by an act of faith. Once Othello’s mind is turned in this 
dircaion, lago can consolidate his position by infecting Othello with 
his own gross visualizing lust; he can do so in part by insisting on 
what Othello will not be able to sec (iii. iii. 395-409), and he also has 
in reserve the one tangible and visible token, the handkerchief. It is 
not introduced until all the ground has been prepared for its trans¬ 
formation. In the world to which the love of Othello and Desdemona 
belongs, it is a token of unquestioning faith. In the world into which 
lago has initiated Othello, it becomes merely divorce-court evidence. 

The reflexion in language of the transformation in Othello deserves 
close study. Tliat Othello begins to talk like lago has often been ob¬ 
served, and one example will be helpful: the comparison between 
lago’s speech at m. iii. 165-70 and Othello’s at in. iii. 339-44. Othello 
now sees through lago’s eyes, yet there is still the contrast between 
lago’s gcnerahzing approach and Othello’s agonized personal appli¬ 
cation: *What sense had I;... I found not Cassio’s kisses on her lips’. 
Othello - and it is what saves him from irreparable degradation - 
cannot organize his experience on this level on which lago moves 
naturally; for him, it means that ’chaos is come again’; reconstruction 
must be in terms of an ideal, even if it is a distorted ideal as in the 
final scene, to which we must now turn. 

Here we again have in language the magniloquent and remote 
Othello of the early scenes. How arc we to interpret his ceremonial 
and sacrificial attitude towards the murders He has been seen is 
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rationalizing* his impulse to revenge, and broadly speaking this may 
be accepted. The question is how Shakespeare would have regarded 
the process we call rationalization. We think of it in terms of un¬ 
conscious and unacknowledged desires, but Shakespeare's frame of 
reference is much more objective and piaorial. Temptation, dramatic¬ 
ally rendered as an assault from without, has turned Othellos's whole 
being in the wrong direction. After the first shock he has reorganized 
his world, but he has btult it on fidsehood. It is on Othello’s mistaking 
of white for black that our attention is directed, and it is all the more 
poignant because it is the old Othello we hear again. There is some¬ 
thing more tragic than the modem romantic idealist* in the blasr- 
phemous adaptation of the BibHcal ‘whom the Lord loveth he 
chasteneth’ in: 

... this sorrow’s heavenly. 

It strikes where it doth love. 


(v.ii) 


It is ‘the Trath* embodied in Desdemona more than the psychological 
‘truth about himself’ that Othello turns his back on. And this means 
that when he is undeceived there is a re-conversion in a literal (though 
not specifically religious) sense. The ceremonial in which the clarified 
vision is displayed is splendidly effeaive. Yet a certain limitation in 
the vision of the play is perhaps indicated by this superbly orchestrated 
ending: the only one in the mature plays where, in a Christian setting, 
suicide is presented without implied criticism. For Shakespeare to say 
all that he has to say as nearly completely as a dramatist can, we must 
wait for the great tragedies that follow. 
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KING LEAR 

AND THE GREAT TRAGEDIES 


L. C. KNIGHTS 

Professor of English, University of Bristol 

In a little poem called ‘Poets and their Bibliographies*, Tennyson re¬ 
marked of his favourite Latin writers that they should be glad they 
hved 

Before the Love of Letters, overdone. 

Had swampt the sacred poets with themselves. 

A similar sentiment had inspired Pope and was to inspire Yeats, and 
anyone who sets out to write an introduction to Shakcspcare*s trage¬ 
dies must feel the force of it. What seems to be wanted is something 
personal and appreciative, something more than information about 
external facts. Yet apart from Tacts* (approximate dates, sources, 
stage conditions, and so on^), there is nothing that can be simply 
handed over to the inquirer. Shakespearc*s plays, and above all the 
great tragedies, offer an experience that can only be lived into and 
understood to the best of our individual powers, and our under¬ 
standing changes as we change; there are no answers that the be¬ 
ginner can, as it were, look up at the end of the book. If one persists 
in feeling that there is a place for critical writing about Shakespeare, 
and even for a critical introduction to Shakespeare, it is only on con¬ 
dition that such writing shall combine apparently opposite qualities. 
Without a claim to personal enjoyment and some personal under¬ 
standing on the part of the writer, there is no point in saying any¬ 
thing at all. But underlying the offered appreciation - unless it is to be 
merely propaganda for some new view - there must be an implicit 
appeal to the reader to take nothing on trust but to go and see for 
himself. 

It is an obvious fact that the appreciation of Shakespeare, the kind 
of thing men have got from Shakespeare, has varied enormously at 
different periods.* Of course no single mode of appreciation was ever 

* See Professor Muir’s essay in this volume entitled ‘Changing Interpreta¬ 
tions of Shakespeare’. 
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completely dominant; and between critics sharing a roughly similar 
manner of approach there have been great differences of critical in¬ 
telligence, of degree of exposure to the plays, so that the good critic of 
any one phase remains valuable long after that phase has passed. But 
from time to time major shifts of attention occur, and not the least 
significant and fruitful of these is the one that has been taking place 
in our own time and tliat scholars and critics of very different kinds 
have helped to bring about. Conceptions of the nature and function 
of poetic drama have been radically revised; tlie essential structure of 
the plays has been sought in the poetry rather than in the more easily 
extractable elements of ‘plot’ and haracter*; and our whole concep¬ 
tion of Shakespeare’s relation to hL work, of the kind of tiling he was 
trying to do as an artist whilst simultaneously satisfying the demands 
of the Elizabethan theatre - this conception is undergoing a revolu¬ 
tionary change. The ‘new’ Shakespeare, I should say, is much less im¬ 
personal than the old. Whereas in the older view Shakespeare was the 
god-like creator of a peopled world, projecting - it is true - his own 
spirit into tlie inhabitants, but remaining essentially the analyst of 
‘their’ passions, he is now felt as much more immediately engaged in 
the action he puts before us. If the verse has now moved well into the 
centre of the picture, this is because linguistic vitality is now felt as 
the chief clue to the urgent personal themes that not only shape the 
poetic-dramatic structure of each play but form the figure in tlie car¬ 
pet of the canon as a whole. 

The essential structure of Shakespeare’s plays is poetic. That is easily 
said; what is meant is something that can only be grasped in relation 
to individual plays or not grasped at all. We may take as an example 
Macbeth’s ‘aside’ when he has been greeted as Thane of Cawdor: 

This supernatural soliciting 
Cannot be HI; cannot be good: if ill. 

Why hath it given me earnest of success. 

Commencing in a truth? I am thane of Cawdor: 

If good, why do I yield to that suggestion 
Whose horrid image doth unfix my hair 
And make my seated heart knock at my ribs. 

Against the use of nature? Present fears 
Are less than horrible imaginings: 

My thought, whose murder yet is but fantastical. 


229 



PART THREE 

Shakes so my single state of man, that function 
Is smother’d in surmise, and nothing is 
But what is not. 

(i. iii. ) 

This is temptation, presented with concrete force. Even if we attend 
only to tlie revelation of Macbeth’s spiritual state, our recognition of 
the body - the very feel - of the experience, is a response to the poetry, 
to such things as the sickening see-saw rhythm (‘Cannot be ill; can¬ 
not be good .. .*), changing to the rhythm of the pounding heart, the 
overriding of grammar (‘My thought whose murder yet is but fan¬ 
tastical’), as thought is revealed in the very process of formation, and 
so on. But the poetry makes further claims, and if we attend to them 
we find tliat the words do not only point inward to the presumed state 
of Macbeth’s mind but, as it were, outward to the play as a whole. 
The equivocal nature of temptation, the commerce with phantoms 
consequent upon false choice, the resulting sense of unreality (‘nothing 
is but what is not*), which has yet such power to ‘smother’ vital 
function, the unnaturalncss of evil (‘against the use of nature’), and 
the relation between disintegration in the individual (‘my single state 
of man*) and disorder in the larger social organism - all these are 
major themes of the play which are mirrored in the speech under con¬ 
sideration. They emerge as themes because they are what the poetry - 
reinforced by action and symbohsm - again and again insists on. And 
the interrelations we are forced to make take us outside the speeches 
of the protagonists to the poetry of die play as a whole. That 
‘smother’d’, for example, takes us forward not only to Lady Mac¬ 
beth’s ‘blanket of the dark’ but to such things as Ross’s choric com¬ 
ment after the murder of Duncan: 


... by the clock ’tis day, 

And yet dark night strangles the travelling lamp: 

Is’t night’s predominance, or the day’s shame, 

That darkness does the face of earth entomb, 

When living light should kiss it? 

(n. iv.) 

It is in an explicit recognition of the dense verbal texture of the 
greater plays that one of the main services of recent Shakespeare 
criticism lies. Yet there are misunderstandings to be guarded against. 
It would, for example, be a mistake to regard the meaning of a play 
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as residing exclusively or even predominantly in the imagery. Re¬ 
current imagery certainly plays a large part in shaping the meanings 
with which we arc concerned; but a too insistent concentration on 
imagery, let alone a mechanical classification of images, can only de¬ 
feat its own purpose. What we attend to is not only the imagery but 
all the organic components of the living verse; and the verse in turn 
works in conjunction witli the dramatic action and our sense of what 
the different persons of the drama stand for as each play develops. The 
greater Shakespeare plays thus demand an unusual activity of atten¬ 
tion, forcing the reader to respond with the whole of his active 
imagiiution. It is only when the mind of the reader is thoroughly 
‘roused and awakened** that meanings from below the level of ‘plot* 
and ‘character* crystalHzc out and form themselves into a living 
structure.* If that struaure of meaning seems especially closely con¬ 
nected with recurring and interrelated imagery, that is not because 
possible associations and recurrences arc puzzled out by tlic intellect, 
but because the mind at a certain pitch of activity and responsiveness 
combines the power of focusing lucidly on what is before it with an 
awareness of before and after, sensing the whole in the part, and with 
a triumphant energy relating part to part in a living whole. But it is 
only in relation to that larger all-embracing meaning - determined by 
the ‘plain sense* of what is said, and by its overtones, by the dramatic 
situation and the progress of the action, by symbols and by the inter¬ 
play of different attitudes embodied in the different persons of the 
drama - it is only in relation to this total meaning that the imagery, or 
any other component that may be momentarily isolated, takes on its 
full significance. We only hear Shakespeare’s deeper meanings when 
we listen with the whole of ourselves. 


It is generally accepted that King Lear and Macbeth belong to the yean 
i 605~6, and Antony and Cleopatra and Coriolanus to 1606-7. The com¬ 
plete technical mastery of these plays thus has behind it some fifteen 
years* experience in the writing of poetic drama, years in which 
Shakespeare had learnt to master every difficulty and to take advan¬ 
tage of every opportunity offered by his stage; to perfect also a verse 
*so rammed with life* that it could be at the same time dramatically 
effective, compressed, fluid, subtle, and exact - an almost transparent 
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medium for the experience it defines; or so we should say if it were 
not through the ‘medium* itself that the experience was simultane¬ 
ously brought to consciousness and defined.* But the great tragedies 
arc of course the result of much more than teclinical mastery; they 
mark die climax of a profound experience of life and a profound 
questioning of it. It need hardly be said that almost all the plays pre¬ 
ceding the great tragedies have their own independent value; but it is 
impossible to read them through as a sequence without becoming 
aware of a coherent, though complex, development, in which the at¬ 
tempt to define and assert certain values is inseparable from a grow¬ 
ing awareness of all that is most deeply disturbing in human hfc. A 
consciousness of change and death, of a world subjected to time and 
appearance, of an inextricable mingling of elements in energies and 
passions that are at once the necessary condition of acliievcment and, 
apparently, self-destructive, is deeply embedded in plays as different 
as Henry IV, Hamlet, Troilus and Cressida, and Measure for Measure. 
The only way for Shakespeare to come to terms with those obstinate 
questionings was to probe still further into the nature of man, to 
expose himself yet more completely to ‘the destructive element*. Ex¬ 
posure is the very essence of Kin^ Lear, which is one of the most pro¬ 
found attempts in the literature of the world to reach some bedrock 
certainty of affirmation concerning what it is that gives meaning and 
significance to human hfe. 

In that excursion into no-man*s-land* Shakespeare was not, of 
course, entirely unaccompanied. He had beliind him the humanistic 
and Christian tradition of the West, and in all the tragedies he made 
dramatic use of ideas, deriving from the medieval period, that were 
common to his age.® Yet these ideas arc never adopted uncritically; 
and in Lear, above all, there is a resolute refusal to start from anything 
that does not issue directly out of first-hand experience. (The sym¬ 
bolic significance of Lcar*s casting off his clothes in the presence of the 
virtually naked Poor Tom has often been observed.) The positives 
that emerge from this play are, indeed, fundamentally Christian 
values, but they are reached by an act of profound individual explora¬ 
tion: tlie play docs not take them for granted; it takes nothing for 
granted but Nature and natural energies and passions. 

The fact that King Lear was written so soon after Othello (1603) is a 
reminder of how misleading the phrase ‘Shakespearian Tragedy* can 
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be. Each play is ‘a new beginning’, a fresh ‘raid on the inarticulate', 
for although tlicre is development there is no repetition. Even from 
the narrowly technical point of view there are marked differences of 
mamicr and approach between the tragedies, corresponding to equally 
marked differences of intention. Thus Othello, although a poede 
drama, of which tlie success is determined by specificaDy poetic effects 
of language and symbohsm, comes closer than any of the other trage¬ 
dies to what is commonly understood by ‘revelation of character’, 
and its focus is on individual and, we might say, domestic qualities. 
Lear, on the other hand, is a universal allegory (though the word 
‘allegory* docs justice to neither the depth nor the movement witliin 
the experience it presents), and its dramatic tccliniquc is determined 
by the need to present certain permanent aspects of the human situa¬ 
tion, with a maximum of imaginative realization and a minimum re¬ 
gard for the conventions of naturalism." In the scenes on the heath, 
for example, we do not merely listen to exchanges between persons 
whom, in the course of the play, we have got to know; we are caught 
up in a great and almost impersonal poem in wliich we hear certain 
voices which echo and counterpoint each other; and all that dicy say 
is part of the tormented consciousness of Lear; and the consciousness 
of Lear is part of the consciousness of human kind. There is the same 
density of effect throughout. One character echoes another: the blind¬ 
ing of Gloucester parallels the cruelty done to Lear; Gloucester loses 
his eyes, and Lear’s mind is darkened; Gloucester learns to ‘see better’ 
(as Kent had bidden Lear) in his blindness, and Lear reaches lus final 
insights, die recognition of his supreme need, through madness. But 
there is not only diis mutual reinforcement within the play: there is 
constandy the felt presence of a range of experience far wider than 
could be attributed to any of the persons regarded simply as persons. 
This is achieved partly by the use of simple but effective symbols - 
the bare heath, die hovel, the nakedness of Poor Tom (‘unaccommo¬ 
dated man’), the ‘cliff’ from which Gloucester diinks to cast himself 
down;® pardy by die use made of certain organizing ideas such as the 
Elizabethan conception of a necessary interrelation between man (‘the 
Uttle world of man’), the social body, and the cosmos; but above all 
by the poetry. The poetry of Lear is not only vivid, close packed, and 
wide ranging, involving in the immediate action a world of ex¬ 
perience®, it has a peculiar resonance that should leave us in no doubt 
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of Shakespeare’s intention. It is what wc hear when the blind 
Gloucester declares: 

I have no way, and therefore want no eyes; 

I stumbled when I saw, 

or when Lear, crossed by Goncril, cxchiims, ‘Who is it that can tell 
me who I am?’ and the Fool replies, ‘Lear’s shadow’. 

★ ★ ★ 

Lear, at the opening of the play, is the embodiment of perverse self- 
will. Surrounded by obsequious flattery (‘they told me I was every¬ 
thing*), he knows neither himself nor the nature of tilings. It is his 
human self-will that is stressed, .and wc need not fuss very much about 
the apparent absurdity of his public test of liis daughters* affections in 
the division of the kingdom. It is a symbol of something not un¬ 
common - tlie attempt to manipulate affection which can only freely 
be given: 

Wliich of you shall we say doth love us most? 

That wc our largest bounty may extend 

Where nature doth with merit challenge. 

To a demand of this kind the only honest reply is Cordelia’s ‘Nothing*. 
Now one result of perverse demands is a distorted view of the actual, 
and one way of discovering that our own lanthom gives no light is, 
as Swift put it, by running our head into a lamp-post - something that 
is unquestionably there. Because Lear is perverse he is deceived by ap¬ 
pearances, and because he allows liimsclf to be deceived by appear¬ 
ances he sets in motion a sequence of events tliat fmally brings him 
face to face with an actuality that can be neither denied nor disguised. 
The subsequent action of the play is designed not only to force the 
hidden conflict in Lear into consciousness, and, with the fullest pos¬ 
sible knowledge of the relevant facts, to compel a choice, but to force 
each one of us to confront directly the question put by Lear as Every¬ 
man, ‘Who is it that can tell me who I am?’ One answer to that ques¬ 
tion is embodied in the group of characters who are most directly op¬ 
posed to Lear. Edmund, Goneril, and Regan take tlieir stand on the 
unrestrained self-seeking of natural impulse. The two daughters, by 
their actions, by what they say, and by the imagery of beasts of prey 
so consistently associated with them,^® represent a ferocious animality. 
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Their indifTcrcncc to all claims but those of their own egotism is made 
explicit by Edmund, who brings into die play conceptions of Nature 
and human nature, radicaUy opposed to the traditional conceptions, 
that were beginning to emerge in the consciousness of the age.” For 
Edmund man is merely a part of the morally indifferent world of 
nature, and his business is simply to assert himself with all the force 
and cunning at his command: ‘Thou, Nature, art my goddess*; ‘All 
with me’s meet diat I can fasliion fit*. It is into the world of indifierent 
natural forces, so glibly invoked by Edmund, that Lear is precipitated 
by a perversity of self-will that clung to die forms of human affection 
whilst denying the reality. 

The storm scenes, and the scenes immediately following, represent 
a two-fold process of discovery - of the ‘nature’ without and within. 
No summary can attempt to do them justice, and perhaps the best 
way of indicating what goes on in them is to revert to what has been 
said of Shakespeare’s superb and daring technique. The effect is ana¬ 
logous to that of a symphony in which themes arc given out, de¬ 
veloped, varied, and combined. And since one of the characters goes 
mad, one is an assumed madman, and one is a Fool, there is a freedom 
without precedent in the history of the drama - a freedom only 
limited by the controlling purpose of the play ~ to press into service 
all that is relevant to the full development of the main themes. The 
storm itself is vividly presented in all its power to liarm^"; but this is 
far from being tlic only way in which tlic action of Nature is brought 
home to us. Part of the dramatic function of Edgar is to reinforce the 
message of the storm. Disguised as one of the lowest creatures to be 
found in rural England in the sixteenth century (and therefore, for the 
purpose of the play, becoming one), a wandering madman and beggar: 

... the basest and most poorest shape 
That ever penury in contempt of man 
Brought near to beast, 

he brings with him continual reminders of rural life at its most ex¬ 
posed and precarious - ‘the winds and persecution of the sky*, ‘low 
farms, Poor pelting villages, sheep-cotes and mills*. When Lear with 
Kent and the Fool surprises him in the hovel, he at once strikes the 
note of tile familiar indifference of Nature ~ familiar, tliat is, tp those 
who hve close to nature, tliough not to those who, like Edmund, m- 
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yoke an abstraction that suits their bent. His talk is of cold and fire, of 
whirlpool and quagmire, of natural calamity and disease. Man may 
make for liiinsclf a self-flattering picture of the world, but tJiis is the 
reality. ‘You talk of Nature’, Shakespeare seems to say, ‘well, take a 
good look at her.’ ‘Still tlirough die hawthorn blows die cold wind.* 
Shakespeare uses similar methods in die revelation of die world 
witliin. A long catalogue of sins - ranging from the adulteration of 
beer to usury, slander, perjury, and murder - could be collected from 
the exchanges of Lear, Edgar, and die Fool, and as dicy accumulate 
diey give a sorry’ enough picture of man in his meaimess. But the ro- 
curring dicnies arc lust and cruelty. Lust and cruelty are demonstrated 
in the action of the play; they arc harped on in Edgar’s ‘mad’ talk, 
they are die horrible realities diat Lear discovers beneadi appearances. 
In the great speech beginning: 

Thou rascal beadle, hold thy bloody hand I 
Why dost thou lash that whore? 

(rv. vi. 165 ff.) 

lust and sadism arc - with superb insight - identified. The world of 
appearances is based on artificial and unreal distinctions - ‘Robes and 
furred gowns liidc all’. Strip diem off and you End what Lear found 
in die storm: 


Is man no more than this? Consider him well. Thou owest 
the worm no silk, the beast no hide, the sheep no wool, the 
cat no perfume. Ha! here’s three on’s arc sopliisticatcd. Thou 
art the tiling itself: unaccommodated man is no more but 
such a poor, bare, forked animal as thou art. Off, off, you 
lendings! Come, unbutton here. 

(in. iv. 110-17) 

Tlic ‘thou’ of that speech, the ‘thing itself’, is - we have just heard - 
‘one that slept in the contriving of lust and waked to do it... false of 
heart, light of car, bloody of hand; hog in sloth, fox in stealth, wolf 
in greediness, dog in madness, hon in prey’. This, we may say, is the 
Edmund pliilosophy, though presented with a violence of rcaHzation 
quite foreign to die Edmund of the play. ‘Lechery?’ says Lear in his 
madness when finally broken by the storm, ‘die world of nature is 
completely lustful. Let us admit it. Anydiing else is mere pretence/ 
‘To’t luxury pell-mell! for I lack soldiers’ (rv. vL 120). 
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Lear’s expression of revulsion and disgust is, I suppose, one of the 
profoiindcst expressions of pessimism in all literature. If it is not the 
final word in the play, it is certainly not because Shakespeare has 
shrunk from any of the issues. Pessimism is sometimes regarded as a 
tough and realistic attitude. Shakespeare’s total view of human life in 
this play has a toughness and actuality that make most pessimism look 
like sentimentality. It is because the play has brought us to this vision 
of horror - seen without disguise or palliation •> that the way is open 
for the final insights. In the successive stripping away of the layers of 
appc.arancc, what remains to discover is the most fundamental reality 
of all. In the play it takes the form of the love and forgiveness of 
Cordelia. But that love has to be earned in the way in which all things 
most worth having are earned - by the full admission of a need, the 
achievement of honesty and humility, the painful shedding of all that 
is recognized as incompatible with the highest good, by, in short, 
making oneself able to receive whatever it may be. Hotv Lear feels - 
the attitudes with which he confronts experience - is as import.ant as 
what he feels, for the final ‘seeing’ is inseparable from what he has 
come to be. There is of course no straight line of progress: there arc 
developments, eddies, and recessions, as the tumultuous feelings 
whirl into sight now one, now another aspect of what lies beneath the 
surface, Lear’s attitudes and emotions include ferocious cruelty, a de¬ 
sire to punish, self-pity, revulsion and disgust. But because the hard 
crust of his will is broken by the two-fold storm, new feelings and 
new insights have a chance to enter. 

Poor naked wretches, wheresoe’er you arc, 

That bide the pelting of this pitiless storm. 

How shall your houseless heads and unfed sides. 

Your loop’d and window’d raggedness, defend you 
From seasons such as these? O, I have ta’cn 
Too little care of this! Take physic, pomp; 

Expose thyself to fee! what wretches feel, 

That thou mayst shake the superflux to them. 

And show the heavens more just. 

(in. iv.) 

This is pity, not self-pity; and condemnation of others momentarily 
gives way to self-condemnation. It is after this that Lear endures the 
physic’ of his vision of unaccommodated man. When we last sec him 
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in his madness (rv. vi) he is obsessed by the idea of universal corrup¬ 
tion, but he no longer thinks of himself as set over against the sinners 
whom he condemns; the very idea of legal justice is a mockery 
(‘Change places, and, h;mdy-dandy, wiiich is the justice, which is the 
thief?’); and it is his own hand that ‘smells of mortality’. We have 
mdecd already been told of him: 

A sovereign shame so elbows him: his own unkindness 
That stripp’d her from his benediction, turn’d her 
To foreign casualties, gave her dear rights 
To his dog-hearted daughters: these tilings sting 
His mind so venomously that bunung shame 
Detains liim from Cordelia. 

(iv. iii.) 


This suggests purgatory rather than hell: the shame is ‘buniing’, but 
It IS also ‘sovereign’ or remedial. 

The way is thus prepared for the meeting with Cordelia, which 
takes up all the positive movements of the play and stamps them with 
the seal of a reality that is even more deeply grounded in the nature 
of things than the formidable selfishness Lear has discovered beneath 
conventional appearances. Lear’s final discovery is of his need for 
Cordelia’s love. Cordelia, though rarely appearing in the play, is 
very much a positive presence. She is the daughter 'who redeems 
nature from the general curse that twain have brought her to’ (iv. vi. 
21 i~i2). Representing the opposite pole to the ‘law of nature’ to wliich 
Goncril and Regan abandon themselves: 


...it seemed she was a queen 

Over her passion; who, most rcbel-likc, 

Sought to be king o’er her - 

(rv. iii.) 


she can yet be aptly described in terms of natural imagery: 


... you have seen 

Sunshine and rain at once; her smiles and tean 
Were like, a better way. 

(rv. iii.) 

It is because she is fully human - though there are also potent sugges¬ 
tions of divine grace - that she is ‘natural’ in a different sense from 
that intended in Edmund’s philosophy. It is her sense of the bounty of 
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nature (of * our sustaining com* as well as of the 'rank funiiter and fur¬ 
row weeds’) that lies bcliind her invocation: 


All blcss*d secrets. 

All you unpublish d virtues uf the earth. 

Spring with niy tears! be aidant and remediate 
Li the good man's distress! 

(iv. iv.) 


In that ‘spring* there is an identification of human nature and the 
wider Nature from which it is born. But it is became of her love and 
pity (‘tlic good man’ is the erring Lear) that she can invoke so whole¬ 
heartedly the ‘unpublish’d virtues of the earth’. Her tenderness is 
rooted in tlic same strength that enabled ])cr to reject Lear’s miscon¬ 
ceived demands (‘Corporeal friends’, said Blake, ‘may be spiritual 
enemies’). Her love is of a kind that, confronted with a real demand, 
docs not bargain or make conditions; it is freely given, and it repre¬ 
sents an absolute of human experience that can stand against the full 
shock of disillusion. When Lear, dressed in ‘fresh clothes’ and to the 
accompaniment of music (tlic symbolism is important), is awakened 
in her presence, there follows one of die most tender and moving 
scenes in the whole of Sliakcspeare: 


COR. O, look upon me, sir, 

And hold your hands in benediction o’er me. 

No, sir, you must not kneel. 

LEAR. Pray, do not mock me: 

I am a very foolish fond old man. 

Fourscore and upward, not an hour more nor less; 
And, to deal plainly, 

I fear I am not in my perfect mind. 

Methinks I should know you and know this man; 
Yet I am doubtful; for I am mainly ignorant 
What place tliis is, and all the skill 1 have 
Remembers not these garments, nor I know not 
Where I did lodge last night. Do not laugh at me; 
For, as I am a man, I think this lady 
To be my child Cordelia. 

COR. And so I am, I am. 

LEAR. Be your tears wet? yes, faith. I pray, weep not; 

If you have poison for me, I will drink it. 

1 know you do not love me; for your sisten 
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Have, as I do remember, done me wrong; 

You have some cause, dicy have not. 

COR. No cause, no cause. 

LEAR. Am I in France? 

KENT. In your own kingdom, sir. 

(iv. vii.) 

There remains the last act, in which by the definite withdrawal of 
Albany from the forces opposed to Lear, the killing of Edmund by 
Edgar in single combat, and the miitu:d treachery of Goncril and 
Regan, the way is apparently cleared for an ending far different from 
that represented by the stark stage-direction: ‘Enter Lear with Cor¬ 
delia dead in his arms’. The scene of Lear's final anguish is so painfuJ 
that criticism hesitates to fumble with it.^ Yet it may be said that 
tliere arc at least two re;isons wliy no other ending would have been 
imaginatively right. We do not only look at a masterpiece, we enter 
into it and live with it. Our suffering then, and our acceptance of 
suffering, no less than Lear's, is an intrinsic part of what the play is; 
for as with Lear and Gloucester our capacity to sec is dependent upon 
our capacity to feel. Now what our seeing has been directed towards 
is nothing less than what man is. The imaginative discovery that is tlic 
play’s essence has thus involved the sharpest possible juxtaposition of 
rival conceptions of 'Nature'. In the Edmund-Goneril-Regim group 
the philosophy of natural impulse and egotism has been revealed as 
self-consuming, its claim to represent strength as a self-bred delusion. 
What Lear touches in Cordelia, on the other hand, is, we are made to 
feel, the reality, and the values revealed so surely there are established 
in the face of the worst that can be known of man or Nature. To keep 
nothing in reserve, to slur over no possible cruelty or misfortune, was 
the only way of ensuring that the positive values discovered and 
estabhshed in the play should keep their triumphimt hold on our 
imagination, should assert that unconditional rightness which, in any 
full and responsive reading of King Lear, we are bound to attribute 
to them. 

^ ^ ^ 

King Lear is the great central masterpiece, the great exploratory 
allegory, to which the earlier plays lead and on which the later 

* ‘I was many years ago so shocked by Cordelia’s death, that I know not 
whether I ever endured to read again the last scenes of the play till I undertook 
to revise them as an editor' (Dr Johnson). 
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tragedies depend. Of course there arc new developments, but these 
would have been impossible without the insights gained in that 
cataclysmic morality play. The plays before Lear stand firmly in their 
own right, but behind some of the most significant of them ~ and not 
only those in which there is an overt perplexity, such as Troilus and 
Cressida and Hamlet - there is an insistent and unresolved questioning. 
Is there any escape from appearance and illusion? Why do both the 
public world and the world of intense subjective experience seem 
somehow flawed and unsatisfictory ? What is the status of human 
values in a world dominated by time and death? On what, in the 
world as we know it, can man take liis stand? In Lear Shakespeare dis¬ 
covered an answer to these questions, not in rerms of copy-book 
maxims but in terms of intense living experience. The resulting free¬ 
dom from imicr tensions is seen alike in the assured judgement and 
in the magnificent vitality of Macheth^ Antouy and Cleopatra^ and 
Coriolanus.^^ 

Macbeth defines a particular kind of evil - the evil that results from 
a lust for power. The defining, as in all the tragedies, is in strictly 
poetic and dramatic terms. It is certainly not an abstract formulation, 
but lies rather in tlie drawing out of the necessary consequences and 
implications of that lust both in the external and the spiritual worlds. 
Its meaning therefore is rcvc.alcd in the expansion and unfolding of 
what hes witliin the initial evil in terms of direct human experience. The 
logic is not formal but experiential, and demands from us, if we are 
to test its validity and feel its force, a fulhicss of imaginative response 
and a closeness of realization, in which both sensation and feeling be¬ 
come modes of understanding. Only when intellect, emotion, and a 
kind of direct sensory awareness work together can we enter fuUy 
into that exploratory and defining process. 

In none of the tragedies is there anytliing superfluous, but it is per¬ 
haps Macbeth that gives tlic keenest impression of economy.The 
action moves directly and quickly to the crisis, and from the crisis to 
die full working out of plot and theme. The pattern is far easier to 
grasp than that of Lear. The main dicme of the reversal of values is 
given out simply and clearly in the first scene - *Fair is foul, and foul 
is fair*; and with it are associated premonitions of the conflict, dis¬ 
order, and moral darkness into which Macbeth will plunge himself. 
Well before the end of the first act we arc in possession not only of the 
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positive values against which the Macbeth evil will be defined, but of 
the related aspects of that evil, wliich is simultaneously felt as a 
strained and unnatural perversion of the will, an obfuscation of the 
clear light of reason, a principle of disorder (both in the ‘single state 
of man* and in his wider social relations), and a pursuit of illusions. 
All these impressions, wliich as the play proceeds assume the status of 
organizing ideas, arc produced by the interaction of all tlic resources 
of poetic drama - action, contrast, statement, impUcation, imagery, 
and allusion. Thus the sense of the uimaturalness of evil is evoked not 
only by repeated explicit references (‘nature’s mischief’, ‘nature seems 
dead*, “Tis unnatural, even like the deed that’s done’, and so on), but 
by the expression of umiatural sentiments and an unnatural violence 
of tone in such things as Lady Macbeth’s invocation of the ‘spirits’ 
who will ‘luisex’ her, and her affirmation that she would murder the 
babe at her breast if she had sworn to do it. So, too, the theme of the 
false appearances inseparable from evil, of deceit recoiling on the de¬ 
ceiver, is not only the subject of expheit comment - 

And be these juggling fiends no more believed. 

That palter with us in a double sense; 

(v. vii.) 

it is embodied in the action, so that Macbeth’s despairing recognition 
of mere ‘mouth honour’ among his remaining followers (v. iii. 27) 
echoes ironically his wife’s advice to ‘look like tlie innocent flower, 
but be the serpent under it’ (i. v. 65-6), and the hypocritical play of 
the welcoming of Duncan; and it is reinforced - or indeed is one 
with ~ the evoked sense of equivocation and evasiveness associated 
with the witches, and the cloud of uncertainty that settles on Scot¬ 
land during Macbeth’s despotism. It is fitting that the final movement 
of the reversal that takes place in the last act should open with the 
command of Malcolm to the camouflaged soldiers, ‘Your leavy 
screens throw down, and show hke those you are’. But commentary 
of this kind, wliich may perhaps indicate the kind of thing that is go¬ 
ing on everywhere in Macbeth, can only bring out the limits of ex¬ 
pository criticism. You cannot isolate a single significant passage of 
the poetry without finding that the whole of the play is involved in 
its elucidation. And although we talk of themes as a way of indi¬ 
cating the play’s main structural lines, tliosc themes only have tlicir 
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being witliin the living poetry from which we have extracted them. 
Wherever the poetry enters deeply into oiir minds with a sense of 
special significance, we fmd that it is not only powerful in itself but 
that it is enriched by what has gone before, just as it will enrich what 
follows. 

An example is the scene of Duncan’s entry into Macbctli’s castle 
(l. vi). It is set for full dramatic contrast between Lady Macbeth’s in¬ 
vocation of the powers of darkness (‘Tlie raven himself is hoarse, that 
croaks the fatiil entrance ...’) and Macbeth’s final resolution; and 
Duncan’s courtesy underlines the irony. Hut the contrast is not con¬ 
fined to the situation. The evocation of a sweet fresh air, the pleased 
contemplation of the birds that build and breed, affect us first as sen¬ 
sory contrasts (‘Come thick night’); but, in this corresponding to the 
images of darkness ;uid disorder, they arc inseparable from the values 
they embody and define. What we are dealing with is a natural and 
wholesome onler, of which the equivalent in the human sphere is to 
be found in tlK’»se mutualities of loyalty, trust, and liking that Mac¬ 
beth proposes to violate. And it is an order inseparable from the Ufe 
that it fosters. The opening lines of the scene, in short, arc not only 
obviously beautiful in themselves, they are an image of life delighting 
in life. It is in terms of destructive and self-destructive energies that 
Macbeth’s power-lust is defined, and it is from the ‘life’ images of the 
play, which range from the temple-haunting martlets to Macdufl’s 
‘babes’, liis ‘pretty ones’, and include dl the scattered references to 
man’s natural goods - sleep iuid food and feilowsliip - that we take 
our bearings in the analysis of evil. 

In the great soliloquy of i. vii, Macbeth tries to provide himself 
wdth prudential reasons for not committing murder: 

But in these cases 

We sthl have judgement here; that we but teach 
Bloody instructions, which being taught return 
To plague th’ inventor. 

But the attempt at a cool calculation of consequences (already at odds 
with the nervous rhythm and the taut muscular force of the imagery 
of the opening lines) almost immediately gives way to an appalling 
vision of judgement: 

Besides, this Duncan 

Hath borne his faculties so meek, hath been 
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So clear in his great office, that his virtues 
Will plead like angels trumpet-tongucd against 
The deep danmation of his taking-off. 

Those lines have of course behind them the traditional conception of 
the Day ofjiidgcnient, and it is nothing less than tlic nature of judge¬ 
ment’ that the play reveals. Just as ‘blessedness is not the reward of 
virtue, but virtue itself*,’^ so tlie deep danmation of this play is re¬ 
vealed in the intrinsic qualities of an evil deliberately willed and per¬ 
sisted in. As the play proceeds the ironies multiply. Fear and disorder 
erupt into the specious security imd apparent order that temporarily 
succeed the murder of Duncan.^ ‘Things bad begun’ attempt to 
‘make themselves strong by ill’ (iii. ii, 56), yet each further step is as 
‘tedious’ (Macbeth’s word - in. iv. 13X) and self-frustrating as the last. 
And the concomitant of the outer disorder and inner disintegration 
(with both of which Macbeth identifies himself in the great invoca¬ 
tion of chaos in iv. i) is a deepening sense of the loss of significance. 
The aimed-at satisfactions are, in the nature of things, unreal®; and 
the closing scenes place in sharp proximity a moving evocation of 
natural fulfilment and a consciousness that can tliiiik only in terms of 
a meaningless tcmpor;d succession: 

And tliat wliich should accompany old age, 

As honour, love, obedience, troops of friends, 

I must not look to have; but, in tlicir stead, 

Curses, not loud, but deep, mouth-honour, breath, 

Which the poor heart would fain deny, and dare not. 

V. iii.) 

Life’s but a walking shadow, a poor player, 

That struts and frets liis hour upon the stage, 

And then is heard no more: it is a tale 
Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, 

Signifying notliing. 

(V. V.) 

* This is symbolized by the banquet scene (m. iv), where the formal cere¬ 
mony of the opening (‘You know your own degrees, sit down: at fint and 
last, The hearty welcome’) contrasts with the ‘admir’d disorder’ of the close. 
Macbeth’s inner chaos is similarly reflected later in the uncoordinated violence 
of his ‘royal preparation’ for the battle, on which the Doaor dryly comments 
(V. iii. 57-8). 


244 



SHAKESPEARE: ‘kING LEAR' AND THE GREAT TRAGEDIES 
Both these complcmcTitary recognitions have hcliind them the weight 
of an experience that tlie play has fully articulated. 


Antony and Cleopatra is a tragedy of a vcr)' different kind from Mac^ 
heth. In Maclyeth wc arc never in any doubt of our nior;d bearings. 
Antony and Cleopatra, on the other hand, embodies different and ap¬ 
parently irreconcilable evaluations of the central experience. There is 
die view, with which the play opens, of tliosc who stand outside the 
cliarmed circle of ‘Egypt’: 


Take but good note, and you shall see in him 
The triple pillar of the world transform’d 
Into a strumpet’s fool. 

(Li.) 


Tins attitude is strongly represented in the play; there are repeated 
references to ‘lascivious wassails*, ‘the amorous surfeiter’, ‘salt 
Cleopatra’, ‘the adulterous Antony* who ‘gives liis potent regiment to 
a trull*, and so on. The ‘Romm* world of war and government - the 
realm of political ‘necessity* (ill. vi. 83) rather than of spontaneous 
human feelings - is of course itself presented critically; but although 
the way we take the Roman comments is partly determined by our 
sense of the persons making them, they do correspond to something 
of wliich wc arc directly aware in the Egyptian scenes. Wc do not 
need any Romm prompting to be aware of something cloying in the 
sexual insistence (in the opening of i. ii, for example), md of some¬ 
thing practised in (to borrow a phrase from North) the ‘flickering en¬ 
ticements of Cleopatra unto Antonins*.*’ 

On the other hand, what Shakespeare infused into the love story 
as he found it in Plutarch was m immense energy, a sense of hfe so 
heightened that it cm claim to represent m absolute value: 


Eternity was in our lips and eyes. 

Bliss in our brows* bent; none our parts so poor. 
But was a race of Heaven. 


This energy communicates itself to all that comes within the field of 
force that radiates from the lovers, and within which their relation¬ 
ship is defined. InEnobarbus' description of the first meeting of Antony 
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and Cleopatra (n. ii. 190 ff.) the energy countcraas the suggestion of 
a dchberate scnsuousiicss; the inanimate is felt as animate; and tlic 
passage, although a set-piece, modulates easily into a racy buoyancy: 

The city cast 

Her people out upon her; and Antony, 

Enthroned i* the market-place, did sit alone. 

Whistling to the air; which, but for vacancy, 

Had gone to gaze on Cleopatra too, 

And made a gap in nature. 

Wilson Knight rightly insists on ‘the impregnating atmosphere of 
wealth, power, military strength and material magnificence’, the 
cosmic imagery, :uid ‘the continual suggestion of earth’s fruitfulness’, 
in terms of which Antony ;md Cleopatra arc presented to us; and the 
suggestions of scope and grandeur are blended with continual re¬ 
minders of what is common to humanity. It is the richness and energy 
of the poetry in which all this is conveyed that, more than any ex¬ 
plicit comment, defines for us the vitality of the theme. 

Shiikespeare, in short, evokes the passion of the lovers with the 
greatest possible intensity, and invests it with the maximum of posi¬ 
tive significance. But, more realist than some of his critics, he makes 
it impossible for us not to question the nature and conditions of that 
very' energy that the lovers release in each other. The sequence of 
scenes between Actium and the final defeat of Antony opens, as 
Granville-Barker remarked, with a suggestion of dry and brittle 
comedy. In an apparent abeyance of feeling the lovers arc more or 
less pushed into each other’s arms by their respective followers: and 
there is an inert resignation in the reconcilation that follows. Feel¬ 
ing does not well up in Antony until he discovers Caesar’s messenger 
kissing Cleopatra’s hand. It is a perverse violence of cruelty - ‘Whip 
him, fellow. Till, like a boy, you see liim cringe his face’ - that goads 
him into a semblance of energy; and it is in the backwash of this 
emotion that Cleopatra can humour him until she is, as it were, again 
present to him. Shakespeare, however, leaves us in no doubt about 
the overwrought nature of Antony’s feelings: the very look of him 
is given us by Enobarbus - ‘Now he’ll outstare the lightning’. 

Antony, in short, is galvanized into feeling; there is no true access 
of hfe and energy. And the significance of this is that we know that 
what we have to do with is an emphatic variation of a famihar pat- 

246 



SHAKESPEARE: *KING LEAR* AND THE GREAT TRAGEDIES 
tcm. Looking back, wc can recall how often this love has seemed to 
thrive on emotional stimulants. They were necessary for much tlic 
same reason as the feasts and wine. For the continued references to 
feasting - and it is not only Caesar and his dry Romans who emplia- 
size tlic Alexandrian consumption of food and drink - are not simply 
a means of intensifying the imagery of tasting and savouring that is a 
constant accompaniment of tlie love theme; they serve to bring out 
the element of repetition and monotony in a passion wliich, centring 
on itself, is self-consuming, leading ultimately to what Antony him¬ 
self, in a most pregnant phrase, names as ‘tlic heart of loss*. Indeed, the 
speech in which tliis plix.asc occurs (iv. xii. 9-3o) is one of the pivotal 
things in the play. In its evocation of an appalled sense of insubstanti¬ 
ality it ranks with Macbetli^s, ‘My thought, whose murder yet is but 
fantastical. With this difTcrcncc: that whereas Macbeth is, as it 
were, reaching forward to a region ‘where nothing is but what is not*, 
Antony is driven to recognize the element of unreality and enchant¬ 
ment in what he had thought was solid and enduring. The speech has 
a superb sensuous reality that is simultaneously felt as discandying or 
melting, until the curious flicker of the double vision - both intensified 
and explained by the recurrent theme of‘Egyptian* magic and gypsy¬ 
like double-dealing - is resolved in the naked vision: 

Betray’d I am: 

O this false soul of Egypt! this grave charm, - 
Whose eye beck’d forth my w’ars, and call’d them home; 
Whose bosom was luy crownet, my cliicf end, - 
Like a right gipsy, hath, at fast and loose. 

Beguiled me to the very heart of loss. 

Cleopatra’s lament over the dying Antony, her evocation of his 
greatness and bounty, have perhaps weighed too heavily in the im¬ 
pression that many people have taken from the play as a whole. That 
these things arc great poetry goes without saying. But the almost un¬ 
bearable patlios of the last scenes is for what has not in fact been 
realized. 

CLEOPATRA. For his bounty. 

There was no winter in’t; an autumn ’twas 
That grew the more by reaping: his delights 
Were dolphin-like; they show’d his back above 
The clement they lived in: in his livery 
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WalkM crowns and crowncts; realms and islands were 
As plates dropp’d from his pocket. 

DOLABELLA. Cleopatra! 

CLEOPATRA. Think you there was, or might be, such a man 
As this I dreamt of? 

DOLABELLA. Gcntlc madam, no. 

CLEOPATRA. You lie, Up to the hearing of the gods. 

But if there be, nor ever were, one such, 

It’s past the size of dreaming: nature wants stuff 
To vie strange forms with fancy; yet, to imagine 
An Antony, were nature’s piece ’gainst faJicy, 

Condemning shadows quite. 

(v. ii.) 

The figure that Cleopatra evokes may not be fancy - the poetry in¬ 
vests it witli a substantial reality; but it is not the Antony that the play 
has given us; it is something disengaged from, or glimpsed tlirough, 
that Antony. Nor should the power and beauty of Cleopatra’s last 
great speech obscure the continued presence ot sometliing self- 
deceiving and unreal. Slie may speak (d the baby at her breast that 
sucks the nurse asleep; but it is not, after all, a baby ~ new hie; it is 
simply death. 

It is, of course, one of the signs of a great writer that he can afford 
to evoke sympathy or even admiration lor what, in his final judge¬ 
ment, is discarded or condemned. InAntofiy and (Cleopatra the sense of 
potentiality in life’s untutored energies is pushed to its limit, and 
Shakespeare gives the maximum weight to an experience tliat is 
finally ’pLiccd’. It is perhaps this that makes the tragedy so sombre in 
its realism, so little comforting to the romantic imagination. For 
Shakespeare has chosen as his tragic theme tlie impulse that man per¬ 
haps most readily associates with a heightened sense of hfe aiul ful¬ 
filment. There has not been space to explore the range and depth of 
the poetry in which the theme of vitality twimicd with frustration, of 
force that entangles itself with strength, is expressed; but it is, of 
course, the range and depth of the poetry that make Antony and 
Cleopatra into universal figures. At the superb close, Cleopatra - 
both 'empress’ and ‘lass unparalleled’ - is an incarnation of sexual pas¬ 
sion, of those primeval energies that insistently demand fulfilment in 
their own terms, and, by insisting on their own terms (‘Thy beck 
might from the bidding of tlie gods Command me’), thwart tlie ful- 
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filmcnt that they seek. ‘There is no evil impulse*, says Martin Buber, 
‘tUl the impulse has been separated from the being.*It is precisely 
this that The Tragedy of Antony and Cleopatra reveals. 

★ ★ ★ 

Shakespeare’s earlier plays on political themes, from Henry VI on¬ 
wards, had shown an increasing realism, a developing concern for the 
actuality - the specific human substance - of situations commonly 
seen in abstract and general terms. CoriolanuSy in tliis respect, is the 
consummation of Shakespeare’s political wisdom. But if Coriolanus 
thus links with a large group of earlier plays, it could only have been 
written after King Lear and Macbeth. There is now an assured grasp 
of those positive values that alone give significance to conflict; the 
play is a tragedy, not a satire. And the verse, close packed and Hcxiblc,^ 
has that power of compressed definition that we associate with the 
plays of Shakespeare’s maturity, so that the immediate action is felt as 
the focus of a vision of life that is searching and profound. 

Caius Marcius dominates the action of the play to which he gives 
his name, but the protagonist is Rome, the city.^® It is a city divided 
against itself, and the first scene presents the conflict in lively, dramatic 
terms. It also contains Mcnenius’ fable of the belly, which is a re¬ 
minder of the ideal of mutuality in a healthy social organism - but 
which certainly docs not answer the specific complaints of the citi¬ 
zens (‘What authority surfeits on would relieve us’). Menenius himself 
habitually thinks in terms of a distinction between ‘Rome* and ‘her 
rats*; and although there is no idealization of‘the people* - who arc a 
mixed assortment of individuals - the courtesy of the patrician class 
among themselves is more than once placed in effective contrast to 
their rudeness to the plebeians. A semblance of unity is restored by the 
granting of tribunes to the plcbs and by the approach of external 
danger. The battle scenes show us the real bravery of Caius Marcius, as 
wcD as the less admirable characteristics of some of the commoners; 
they also make us vividly aware of the simplifying effect of war; but 
with the return of peace internal strain promptly reasserts itself. 
Coriolanus* behaviour in seeking the consulsliip brings the conflict to 
a head. 

* To bring out the vitality of the verse, compare the accoimts of crowd be¬ 
haviour in Julius Caesafy i. i. 42-52, and CoriolanuSy u. i. 201-17. 
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It is impossible in short space to do justice to the dramatic and 
poetic force of the third act which culminates in Coriolanus* banish¬ 
ment, but tlirec points may be mentioned. The first is that in such 
things as Coriolanus’ speech at iii. i. i39-f>0, we arc vividly aware of 
the social conflict as a conflict of vital energies that have become in¬ 
extricably tangled in a process of mutual thwarting and stultification: 

... purpose so barr’d, it follows 
Nothing is done to purpose. 

Secondly, a large part of the meaning is conveyed by a sharp intensi¬ 
fication of the imagery of disease; what each side wants is health or 
‘integrity’, but each can tliink only in terms of surgery, of‘plucking 
out’ a tongue (in. i. 154-5). or ‘cutting away’ a diseased limb (in. i. 
292). And in the tliird place, when we relate tliis superb act to the 
play as a whole, it is impossible not to connect the ‘disease’ of the 
body politic with the lop-sided development, the defective humanity, 
of the central figure. 

The fact tliat our sense of Coriolanus is created largely by poetic 
means*' should not hinder us from seeing in the play a subtle ‘psycho¬ 
logical’ probing of the springs of conduct, or a rich ‘sociologicid’ 
interest. When, in the first scene of the play, Coriolanus* prowess is 
mentioned, wc arc told, ‘He did it to please liis mother, and to be 
partly proud’ (i. i. 37-8). Almost immediately after the first pubhc ap¬ 
pearance of the hero, wc are given a domestic scene in which our at¬ 
tention is directed to the mother, and the mother as a representative 
of a class (the very tones of ‘polite’ conversation are caught in tlic 
Lady Valeria). Volumnia, the Roman matron, is a perfect embodiment 
of what has been called ‘the taboo on tenderness’.** The culture of 
which she is a representative stresses those ‘masculine’ qualities that 
range from genuine physical courage to hardness and insensitiveness 
in tile face of life: her laconic comment on young Marcius’s ‘mam¬ 
mocking’ of the butterfly is worth several pages of analysis. Now in 
the great central scenes the patrician ‘honour* to wliich she so fre¬ 
quently appeals is subjected to a radical scrutiny. Act iii, scene ii, 
shows the patricians in council after Coriolanus’ first reverse; the 
question is whether he shall submit himself to tlie people, and 
Volumnia urges a politic submission: 
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... now it lies you on to speak 
To the people; not by your own instruction* 

Nor by the matter which your hcan prompts you. 

But with such words that are but rooted in 
Your tongue, though but bastards and syllables 
Of no allowance to your bosom’s truth. 

Now, this no more dishonours you at all 
Than to take in a town with gentle words, 

Wliich else would put you to your fortune and 
The hazard of much blood. 

I would dissemble with iny nature, where 
My fortunes and my friends at stake required 
1 should do so in honour. 

(m. ii.) 

It is to the spirit of this that Coriolanus finally responds; 

Pray, be content: 

Mother, I am going to the market-place; 

Chide me no more. I’ll mountebank their loves, 

Cog their hearts from them, and come home beloved 
Of all tlie trades in Rome. 

(m. ii.) 

I do not remember seeing it remarked in any commentary on the 
play that the ‘honour^ in question, being divorced from the ‘bosom^s 
truth’, is of a very dubious quality, and that Coriolanus, in agreeing to 
this persuasion, shows a wanton disregard for the values that form the 
moral basis of any decent society, just as tlicy axe at the heart of 
personal relationsliips: 

rU mountebank their loves. 

Cog their hearts from them ... 

Coriolanus has none of the apocalyptic quality of Macheth. It is not 
a world where the sun refuses to rise or horses eat each other; it is a 
world where petty justices ‘wear out a good wholesome forenoon in 
hearing a cause between an orange-wife and a forsct-seller’, where 
people ‘buy and scU with groats’, and ‘tradesmen sing in their shops* - 
a famihar world; yet the evil at tlie heart of die state - though not, as 
in Machethy dehberately willed - is just as firmly stated as in the earUcr 
tragedy. In cutting himself off from a responsive relationship to his 
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society (as he had in fact already done before his banishment) Corio- 
lanus* stature as a human person is correspondingly dimimshed:** 

-1 go alone, 

Like to a lonely dragon, that his fen 
Makes fear’d and talk’d of more than seen. 

(IV. i.) 

And in die concluding acts there are constant reminders of the un¬ 
natural reversal of values in social life that springs from a personal 
failure to acliicve integration and relationship. Thus the ‘comic’ talk 
of the serving-men (iv. v) about the superiority of war to peace 
(peace ‘makes men hate one anotlier* — ‘Reason; because they then 
less need one another’) merely transposes into another key Volum- 
nia’s denial of values essential to life. The logic of that denial, which 
her son accepts, is worked out to its end, and the imagery of falling 
and burning buildings in the latter part of the play is die public 
counterpart to the angry isolation and self-destruction of one who, 
being a man, can only find his true life in society: 


I’ll never 

Be such a gosling to obey instinct, but stand 
As if a man were author of himself. 

And knew no other kin. 

(v. iii.) 

In the face of his mother’s dignified and moving appeal to spare the 
city, Coriolanus finds that he has to ‘obey instinct*, and dicrc is tragic 
dignity in his reply to Volumnia: 


O, mother, mother I 

What have you done? Behold, the heavens do ope, 

The gods look down, and this unnatural scaie 
They laugh at. O my mother, mother! OI 
You have won a happy victory to Rome; 

But for your son, believe it, O, believe it. 

Most dangerously you have with him prevail’d. 

If not most mortal to him. But let it come. 

(v. iii.) 

But there is also tragic irony; it is to his mother that he yields - the 
mother who has made him what he is. He returns to Antium, ‘No 
more infected with my country’s love Than when I parted thence’, 
still unable to know, to recognize, ‘the other kin’, who would include 
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even the plebeians, with their ‘pardons, being asked, as free As words 
to little purpose' (m. ii. 88-9). At the height of the civil commotion, 
we may recall, Cominius had attempted to intervene: 


Let me speak: 

I have been consul, and can show for Rome 
Her enemies* marks upon me. I do love 
My country’s good with a respect more tender. 
More holy and profound, than mine own life. 

My dear wife’s estimate, her womb’s increase 
And treasure of my loins. 

(m. iii.) 


There is suggested the reconciling conception of the state as an ex¬ 
tension of the organic bonds of the family, a conception analogous to 
the ideal of creative mutinility hinted at by Menenius’ fable of the 
belly. But a whole-hearted response to that ideal demands some per¬ 
sonal integration and maturity, and Coriolanus, as Wyndham Lewis 
has remarked,®* remains to the end the ‘boy’ tint AuBdius taunts 
him with being. 

The fundamental insight that this play embodies is that political 
and social forms cannot be separated from, are in flxct judged by, the 
human and moral quahtics that shape them, and the human and 
moral quahties that they foster. That is Shakespeare’s answer to 
Renaissance and modem ‘realism’ that would resolve political ques¬ 
tions solely to questions of power. 


We may end by pausing to consider how it is that Shakespeare’s 
tragedies, although stories of wrong, dis;istcr, and defeat, so notably 
enrich our sense of life’s possibilities. It is partly, of course, that the 
sheer vitality of the creating mind calls forth a corresponding vitality 
- Coleridge’s 'actw'My of attention’®® - on the part of the reader or 
spectator. And as we have seen especially in King Lear, ‘tragedy’ it¬ 
self can elicit a firm and grounded assertion of positive values. In 
Macbeth, Antony and Cleopatra, and Coriolanus, however, qualities 
making for wholeness and essential life, in short, for good, arc 
glimpsed through the perversion or entanglement of energies and 
passions deeply rooted in human nature. In the latest plays, without 
discarding or ignoring the experience of the tragic period, Shakc- 
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speare puts in the forefront of his drama *the possible other case*,** 
and directly bodies forth experiences in which not only docs good 
triumph, but the energies of nature* tlicmselvcs contribute to the 
sense of life and renewal. 


NOTES 

1. Sec the books listed in Part IV, Appendix. 

2. The phrase is from Coleridge, Bio^raphia Litrrana, Chap. XV, which 
contains some of the most suggestive Shakespeare criticism in the language. 

3. Sec G. Wilson Knight, The Wheel of Fire, 'On the Principles of Shake- 
ipcarc Interpretation’. Of course Shakespeare shows an acute awareness of 
persons; but the revelation of‘personality’ varies from play to play, and with¬ 
in each play, and is subordinated to the controlling vision and the more in¬ 
clusive statement that each play is as a whole. Arthur Sewell’s Character and 
Society in Shakespeare, wliich appeared after this chapter w’as written, is an 
illuminating discussion of the meaning of‘character’ in Shakespeare. 

4. For some suggestive analysis, sec F. R. Leavis, F:ducation and the Uni¬ 
versity, 76-82, 121-5. For the exploratory quality of the verse see the same 
writer’s ‘Tragedy and the “Medium” ’ in The Common Pursuit. 

5. At rv. vii. 35, Cordelia refers to her father as a ‘poor perdu’. W. J. Craig’s 
note in the Arden edition tells us that this refers to ‘the “sentinelJe perdue” of 
the old French army, i.e. sentries wliich were pbced in very perilous positiom*. 
The word is apt. 

6. See Theodore Spencer, Shakespeare and the Nature of Man ; also the articles 
by L, A. Cormican (‘Medieval Idiom in Shakespeare*) in Scrutiny, XVII (1950-1) 
Nos. 3 and 4. 

7. See Tlieodore Spencer, op. cit., 135-52 - pages to which I am con¬ 
siderably indebted. 

8. For the significance of the macabre comedy of this scene (rv. vi), see 
G. Wilson Knight, 7 he Wheel of Fire, 170-2. The abyss into wliich Gloucester 
peers with his sightless eyes, and into which he tliinks to cast himself, may be 
regarded also as an image of the abyss of the mind that opens before Lear in 
the same scene. 

9. ‘But Shakespeare ... always by metaphors and figures involves in the 
thing considered a universe of past and possible experiences’ - Coleridge, 
Lectures on Shakespeare (Bohn edition), 406. 

10. See A. C. Bradley, Shakespearean Tragedy, 266-8. Bradley’s Lectures on 
Lear in this volume should certainly be read by the student of the play. 

11. See J. F. Danby, Shakespeare*s Doctrine of Nature: a Study of King Lear 
and R. C. Bald’s essay, ' “Thou, Nature, art my Goddess”: Edmund and 
Renaissance Free Thought’, in the volume J. Q. Adams Memorial Studies (Fol- 
gcr Library). Danby’s book is not only relevant for ‘background’, it is a 
valuable critical study of the play. 

12. As Granville-Barker pointed out, Lear acts the storm. Sec his ‘King Lear* 
in Prrfaces to Shakespeare, First Scries. 
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13. There is no way of proving that King Lear precedes Macbeth. E. K. 
Chambers is inclined to assign Lear to 1605 and Macbeth to early in 1606 
{William Shakespeare, VoL I, 463 ff. and 471 flf.). Timon of Athens, though not 
one of the great tragedies, almost certainly belongs to the same phase. Much of 
the verse is flexible and forceful, and although the play makes use of something 
like a ‘Morality’ technique, it centres on a figure who is certainly not con¬ 
ceived in the fixed terms of a Morality Play. Scholars disagree about the date. 
Chambers puts the play in 1608, between Coriolanus and Pericles (William 
Shakespeare, Vol. I, 480-4), but the arguments for a late date arc not con¬ 
clusive. Act rV contains a number of interesting verbal parallels to King Lear 
(though Timon’s invective serves an entirely dififerent dramatic purpose from 
that of Lear), and the theme of the necessary close relationship between what 
an individual intrinsically is and what he conceives the outside world to be 
would seem to refer the play to the period when Shakespeare was especially 
preoccupied with the question of ‘being’ and ‘seeing’ (the period, say, from 
Troths and Cressida to King Lear). But there is no way of determining exactly 
cither the date of composition or the extent to which the Folio text represents 
Shakespeare’s final intentions: internal evidence suggests that the pby waa 
abandoned before completion. The main interest of Timon of Athens, as we 
have it, is in the psychological relation between an excessive ‘generosity* 
(prodigality) and an excessive disillusion (cynicism); and there are indication* 
^at Shakespeare intended to suggest the further relation between individual 
failure and corruption in society. Sec the essay by J. C Maxwell in Scrutiny 
XV, No. 3. 

14. Editors have argued that the original play has been both cut down and 
added to (sec J. Dover Wilson’s Introduction in the New Cambridge Series). 
I can sec no reason for assuming that something is missing except, possibly, in 
I. ii. And it is possible that the Hecate scenes and the songs (ra. v, and rv. i. 39-- 
43) were added by ‘another hand’. The problem is discussed by Kenneth Muir 
in his Arden edition of the play. 

15. Spinoza, Ethia, Part V, Prop. XLII (Everyman edition, 223-4). 

16. In Shakespeare's Philosophical Patterns, W. C. Curry shows the conncxioii 
between Shakespeare’s thought in Macbeth and the traditional Catholic doc¬ 
trine of the iUusory and negative quality of evil. 

17. The Lives of Plutarch, in North’s translation, which arc the main source 
of Shakespeare’s Roman plays, arc included in Shakespeare's Plutarch, edited by 
C. F. Tucker Brooke, in Shakespeare Classics, ed. Gollancz. 

18. Sec pp. 107-8 of Salingar’s Literary Survey, above; also *Thc Shake¬ 
spearean Dialectic: an Aspea of Antony and Cleopatra', by J. F. Danby, 
Scrutiny, in XVI, No. 3. 

19. Martin Buber, / and Thou (translated by Ronald Gregor Smith), 48* 

20. Wilson Knight, in his essay on Coriolanus in The Imperial Theme, show* 
how city life is constantly present to us in imagery and allusion. 

21. Sec D. A. Traversi’s essay on Coriolanus in Scrutiny, VI. 1937-8. 

22. Sec Ian D. Suttie, The Origins of Love and Hate, Chap. VI, and D. W. 
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Harding, The Impulse to Dominate^ Chap. XIV. Harding’s book, although not 
'literary criticism’, can notably increase one’s understanding of Coriolatms. 

23. See the article by F. N. Lees, ‘Coriolanus, Aristotle and Bacon*, in the 
Reuieuf of Euj^lish Studies, New Scries, Vol. I, No, 2. 

24. Sec Wyndham Lewis, The Lion and the Fox, 202-3, VII, 

Chap. 11. 

25. Biographia Literaria, Chap. XV. 

26. What Henry James .says of irony (I^rcface to The Lesson of (he Master, 
x) - it ‘implies and projects the possible other case, the case rich and edifying 
where the actuality is pretentious and vain* - can be applied also, though with 
a diifcrcnce, to tragedy. 
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D. A. TRAVBKSI 


Though Antotty and Cleopatra--vnth Coriolanus - is the last of the 
great tragedies, it docs not represent die last stage in the artist's 
development. It was followed by a series of plays, written apparently 
between 1608 and 1611 [Pericles^ Cymbcline, The Winters Tale, and 
The Tempest), which are closely related to one another in theme and 
represent an effort to give artistic form to a new symbolic concep¬ 
tion. At die heart of each of these plays, present in various forms but 
clearly responding to a definite continuity of purpose, lies an organic 
relationsliip between breakdown and reconstruction, the divisions 
created in the most intimate human bonds (and more especially in the 
unity of the family) by the action of time and passion and the final 
healing of these divisions. Near die opening of each play - even in 
Cymheline, where the treatment of the central diemc is partially ob¬ 
scured - a fadicr loses his offspring through the excess of his own 
passion-driven folly; die main action is devoted, though again with 
less dian complete clarity in CyrnWine, to die suffering and remorse 
which follow from this mutual estrangement, and - at the end of the 
play - the lost cliild (properly a daughter whose name has clear sym¬ 
bolic associations: Marina in Pericles, Perdita in The (Vinter's Tale, 
and Miranda in The Tempest) is restored to her father’s blessing and 
becomes an instrument of reconciliation. In these plots the harmoniz¬ 
ing theme first attempted in King Lear, and there broken by the 
prevailing tragic emotion, produces a symbolic conception of drama 
completely removed from realism and scarcely paralleled in Enghsh 
literature. 

It is important to realize from the first that the type of symbolism 
to be observed in these comedies, far from representing an imposition 
of abstraa conceptions, is above all a natural extension of the quah- 
ties of Shakespeare's mature verse. This is already apparent in the 
type of poetry normally associated with Cordelia in the later scenes 
of King Lear, of which Ac Gendeman's account of her sorrow is per¬ 
haps especially typical. As he puts it: 
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... patience and sorrow strove 
Wlio should express her goodliest. You have seen 
Sujishiiie and rain at once: her smiles and tears 
Were like a better way: those happy smilets 
That play’d on her ripe lip seem’d not to know 
What guests were in her eyes: wliich parted thence 
As pearls from diamonds dropp’d. In brief, 

Sorrow would be a rarity most beloved. 

If all could so become it. 

(rv. iii) 

The logic of this passage is clearly not that of factual description. Few 
of the comparisons used to convey the quality of the queen’s grief 
have any direct visual connexion with the scene described: ‘sunshine 
and rain*, ‘ripe lip’, ‘guests’, ‘pearls’, and ‘diamonds’ arc all connected 
witlt one another and with Cordelia less as visible attributes than as 
expressions of the sense of value, conveyed through intimations of 
richness and fertility, which they impart. It is tliis sense, pervadingly 
present, wliich imposes unity upon apparently conflicting elements. 
The struggle between tlie queen and her passions is a strife between 
two emotions - ‘patience’ and ‘sorrow’ - equally natural and wortliy, 
each contributing, beyond the conflict, to a ‘goodly’ expression of 
her nature. Her behaviour, in fact, is so normal in its spontaneity that 
it reflects the balance of nature in ‘sunsliine’ and ‘rain’, leading up to 
the single harmonious effect which presents itself as ‘a better way’, an 
indication of possible redemption; and tliis, in turn, causes us to feel 
no surprise when ‘happy smilets’ make their appearance, just after, 
as indicative of Cordelia’s mood. ‘Sunshine and rain’, moreover, by a 
different thread of imagery, leads directly to the suggestion, in ‘ripe’, 
of the maturing crops, and ‘guests* hints at the bounty which expresses 
itself in hospitality; and the prevailing sense of the whole passage is 
gadicred up in the further phrase ‘pearls from diamonds dropp’d’. 
These are ‘rarities’, and sorrow itself thus home is less a tragic mani¬ 
festation of weakness than a rarity enriching human nature, part of a 
harmony calling for its external manifestation less in continued ex¬ 
posure to suffering than in the symbol of healing reconciliation. 

Poetry of this type, indeed, naturally calls for a parallel develop¬ 
ment of the normal conceptions of dramatic plot. To the exigencies 
of verse freed from the narrower limitations of realism, action fittingly 
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responds by becoming itself fully symbolic, an extension or extra 
veliiclc of the poetry. The symbolic form, indeed, is attempted in 
King Lear, and maintains itself with overpowering poignaticy for 
the duration of the scene (iv. vii) in which Cordelia kneels for the 
blessing of her newly awakened father and receives from him, in re¬ 
turn, his request for forgiveness. Not until the final comedies, how¬ 
ever, is this symbolic conception of plot consistently extended to 
cover whole plays; and even there the development of a fresh con¬ 
ception of the relationship between verse and its dramatic vehicle was 
not achieved in a single stage. The first experiment in the new form, 
Pericles, Prince of Tyre, is perhaps best regarded as the work of an in¬ 
ferior author in which Shakespeare detected the presence, beneath 
obvious inequalities, of a significant symbolic pattern and to which 
he contributed, at moments of special interest, the expression of liis 
own highly personal conceptions. If this be a true account of the play 
- and there arc moments when the separation of the primitive founda¬ 
tions from the distinctively Shakespearian passages is admittedly 
difficult to maintaiid - we can regard Pericles, when the play opens, 
as embarked upon a pilgrimage in search of true happiness; his appeal 
before Antiochus (i. i) is to the *gods that made me man and sway in 
love*, who have inflamed in his breast the desire ‘to taste the fruit of 
yon celestial tree*, and liis reaction to the King*s ambiguous warning 
is an affirmation of deepened moral understanding: 

Antiochus, I thank thee, who hath taught 

My frail mortality to know itself. 

Driven by the discovery of hidden evil to abandon his first dream of 
felicity, Pericles is exposed to a variety of experiences wliich, crudely 
expressed as they often are, can be interpreted as representing various 
stages in moral growth. The anger of the tyrant, aroused by the dis¬ 
covery of his incestuous secret, obliges liim to leave liis kingdom, ex¬ 
posing liim first to penury and then to a storm which, as in so many 
of Shakespeare’s later plays, reflects the hero’s subjection to tragedy. 
In the storm, and through the action of three Fishermen, he recovers 
the armour bequeathed to him by his father, an incident (ii. i) itself 
capable of bearing a symbolic interpretation; and, once more clothed 
in it as his defence, he wins in tournament the hand of Thaisa, 
daughter of Sim onides of Pentapolis. Widi the consummation of their 
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marriage the first part of a play so (or remarkably uneven, not to say 
imperfect, is complete. 

Tlic rest of tlic tragedy brings us, beyond all reasonable doubt, into 
contact with Shakespeare’s first attempt to develop the theme of 
symbolic reconciliation which is our main concern. Witli Pericles 
exposed to a storm at sea which he expressly ascribes to the will of the 
‘gods’ (in. i), and with the death, on board ship and in childbirth, of 
his wife, the true sense of die action at last becomes clear. Thaisa, 
dying through exposure to the elements, bcqueatlis her husband on 
her death-bed a living continuation of herself (‘this piece of your dead 
queen’), and Pericles hails the event in words in which stress and 
calm, tragedy and following peace, are significantly blended: 


Now, mild may be thy life I 
For a more blustrous birth had never babe: 

Quiet a]id gentle thy conditions! for 

Thou art the ruddiest welcome to tliis world 

Thar ever was prince’s* child. Happy what follows I 

Thou hast as chiding a nativity 

As fire, air, water, earth and heaven can make. 

To herald thee from the womb. 

(m.i) 


The balance of contrasted images here is at once unmistakably 
Shakespearian, a product of the same imagination as that which con¬ 
ceived Cordelia’s regal grief, and an indication of tlie point reached 
at this stage in die symbolic pattern. Pericles prays that the ‘mildness’ 
of his daughter’s life may compensate for the unprecedented ‘blus¬ 
trous’ conditions of her birth, the future hope of a ‘quiet and gentle’ 
environment for the ‘ruddiest welcome* to the world which she has 
undergone at the moment of her begetting. Behind the more super¬ 
ficial aspects of tliis prayer for peace lies the characteristic Shake¬ 
spearian intuition of subsistent continuity, the sense diat birth and 
death, tempest and following calm, arc in reality related aspects of a 
single process to which the elements themselves - ‘fire, air, water’, 
and even ‘earth and heaven’ ~ arc, in their universal presence, wit¬ 
nesses. Thus imaginatively supported and given poetic substance, the 
episode, which at once looks back to the sufferings of Pericles in his 


* princess* I The Quarto’s ‘princes’ could stand for either. 
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pilgrimage (of wliida it is the consummation.) and anticipates the 
birtli of a new and deeper understanding, becomes the pivot or turn¬ 
ing-point of the whole action. 

The rest of Pericles, indeed, simply develops in highly individual 
poetic terms the conception thus introduced into the action. It is es¬ 
sentially in terms of the poetry tliat the symboUc plan is given Ufc, 
artistic validity. 1 he new-born child grows into Pericles* daughter 
Marina, who is left by her father with Cleon at Tarsus and exposed 
tlirough the jealousy of Dionyza to tragedy in the brothel-scenes (iv. 
ii, V, vi) wliich - inferior thougli they are in sentiment and execution 
- clearly belong, like so much else tliat fails to give full satisfaction in 
tills play, to tlie developing pattern. Thaisa, mcanwliilc, whom her 
husband thinks dead, is cast ashore at Ephesus and restored to Ufe by 
the beneficent wisdom of Ccrimon ‘to make the world twice rich* 
(ill. ii). The time to restore her to her husband, however, h;is not yet 
come. Before this can be, Pericles himself has to complete a long 
period of exposure to sorrow until Marina is ready to play her part 
as the instrument of reconciliation; tlic resurrection of Thaisa needs 
to be balanced by die moral rebirdi of Pericles, itself brought about 
by die cliild of liis own blood. When die Lime is at last ripe (v. i), the 
restoration of harmony is conveyed step by step through a subde 
blend of dramatic action and poetic imagery. Pericles appears on 
board ship, curtained from the sight of onlookers and so cut oflf, in a 
sense, from a world which he has decided in his sorrow to abandon. 
Marina, still unaware diat she is in her fadier’s presence, goes in to 
him to exercise her healing gifts and, quickened by a sense whose true 
meaning is still hidden from him, he breaks into renewed speech and 
finally salutes her in terms that carry yet a step further the spirit of 
poetic symbolism in which all diis part of the play is steeped; 

I am great with woe, and shall deliver weeping. 

My dearest wife was like tliis maid, and such a one 
My daughter might have been: my queen’s square brows; 

Her stature to an inch; as wand-like straight; 

As silvcr-voic’d; her eyes as jewel-like, 

And cas’d as richly; in pace another Juno; 

Who starves the cars she feeds, and makes them hungry, 

The more she gives them speech. 

(v.O 
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Pcriclcs* opening words, balanced between contrary emotions, indi¬ 
cate fittingly that his past grief has been, spiritually speaking, fertile 
and introduce once more the birth-theme with which so much of the 
play is steeped. The physical birth in the tempest is, in fact, at last 
opening into its counterpart in tlic spiritual order. What is in process 
of being bom, under the revival of poignant past memories, is now 
expressed as a new vision of humanity restored to a stature almost 
divine. In the healing figure of Marina are re-born the ‘.square brows* 
of I'haisa, her perfect carriage, her ‘silver voice* and ‘jewel-like’ eyes 
(the epithets, witli tlicir indication of infmitc riches, recall those 
formerly used to indicate tlie quality of Cordelia’s royal grief) and, 
above all, die ‘pace’ of Juno, the queen of the gods; and to round off 
die transforming splendour of the description, her utterance is such 
diat it gives sustenance without surfeit (slie ‘starves the cars she feeds’) 
and, as it nourishes her hearers, makes them ‘hungry’ for further 
speech. Almost all the recurrent themes of Shakespeare’s symbolic 
imagery arc liere gathered together into a vision of life re-bom, ex¬ 
alted in ‘grace’. 

The conclusion of the play is simply a rounding-off', in the light of 
diis reborn splendour and in terms of imagery superbly ricli and 
tender, of the dramatic situation. Pcriclcs, having persuaded himself 
diat die girl before him is indeed, in spite of the veneration she has 
rou.scd in liim, ‘flesh and blood’, asks her to explain the significance of 
her name; she rephes widi the revelation, full of meaning in its 
double associations of past suffering and providential preservation, 
diat die was ‘bom at sea’. From tliis discovery to the declaration of 
her mother’s death is but a step, a step, however, which leads in turn 
to the full overflow of Pcriclcs’ pent-up emotions and, at last, to die 
explicit statement of the central symbol: 


O, come hither, 
Tliou that begett’st him that did thee beget; 
Thou that wast born at sea, buried at Tarsus, 
And found at sea again! 


Pcriclcs, ‘reborn’ to life, a second time ‘begotten* through the saving 
action of liis own daughter, now puts on ‘fresh garments’ and calls 
for the music diat is, here as in all these final plays, the expression of 
harmony restored. Thus clad, and after his sorrow has been^ like 
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Lear’s, soothed in sleep, he makes his way to the temple at Ephesus to 
be restored to the wife whom he had lost. The restoration takes place 
to the echo, repeated for tlie last time, of the two basic conceptions of 
the play: that of the organic relationship that unites birth and death, 
both related to tlicir origin in exposure to the elements - 

... did you not name a tempest, 

A birth, and death? - 

and that of the sacred continuity of the family, re-created in the sea 
and now restored in die flesh to be given its full religious sanction: 

Look, who kneels here! Flesh of thy flcsli, Thaisa: 

Thy burden at the sea, and call’d Marina 
For she was yielded there. 

With filial love once more responding, by kneeling, to paternal 
blessing, tlie family unity temporarily shattered by tempest and the 
aaion of time is restored in deepened understanding and enriched by 
spiritual splendour. 

★ ★ ★ 

The second play of this period, Cymbeline, though without the dis¬ 
concerting crudities of die early scenes of Pericles, is in some ways a 
less interesting piece. More closely connected with the fashionable 
dramatic convention of the moment, which called for sentiment and 
a glorification of the simple Ufe on lines popularized by John Fletcher, 
it none the less shows Shakespeare attempting - with partial success - 
to use these conventions for liis own purposes. The theme of loss and 
reconciliation, though less clearly defined than in Pericles, is present 
in the new story. Cymbelinc loses his children, Guidcrius and Arvi- 
ragus, whose place at court falls to Cloten dirough the machinadons 
of his twice-married queen; they are exposed for long years to the 
simplicities, crude but noble, of the primitive life under die charge of 
the banished Belarius, and fmally return to their father s embrace. 
Thus restored to civilized Ufe, they bring with them the virtues of 
barbaric honesty which are henceforth to be integrated into the order 
of true courtliness. 

That order is introduced into the play, and related in turn to the 
master-theme of loss and gain, through yet another story of division 
and exposure to trial, that of Imogen and Posthumus. In the treat- 
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merit of this second action^ which derives equally with the first from 
Cymbclinc’s primary error of judgement in his second marriage, 
Shakespeare's language comes to Ufc in a way that distinguishes the 
play decisively from tlic sentimental conceptions of Fletcher. The 
clash of loyalties occasioned by Imogen's forced betrothal to Clotcn 
is given a definite universality of context in the opening words of the 
play: 

... our bloods 

No more obey the heavens than our courtiers 
Still seem as does the king. 

Against the background of concord which thus relates the observa¬ 
tion of courtly ‘degree' to the operation of die ‘heavens’, the arbitrary 
act of the monarch, occasioned by the blindness of die passion that 
binds him to his second wife, produces in his subjects an underlying 
sense of profound disquiet. First indicated, perhaps, indirectly in 
‘seem', it is openly expressed a litdc later in the First Gendeman's 
assertion diat 

... not a courtier. 

Although they wear their faces to the bent 
Of the king’s looks, hath a heart that is not 
Glad at the thing dicy scowl at. 

The linguistic quality of this passage, with its suggestion in ‘wear their 
faces’ of the masking of true sentiment and the conflict of natural 
feeling and duty implied in the contrast between ‘glad’ and ‘scowl at', 
indicates the prevailing state of moral dislocation. The opening in¬ 
vocation of harmony serves as background to a condition, if not of 
open rebellion, at least of profound uneasiness. This uneasiness, im¬ 
plying as it does a disturbance of the bond wliich binds individual 
conduct to the functioning of die cosmic order, has its part to play in 
die complete conception. The return to normality through the inte¬ 
gration of natural simplicity and true courdy virtue, and the subordi¬ 
nation of both to a higher loyalty, is the true dicme of Cymbeline, 

In accordance with this general plan, Imogen's repudiation of the 
uncouth pretensions of Cloten, whose supposed courtliness can only 
be acceptable to Cymbelinc’s passion-distorted vision, implies her 
choice of a superior conception of humanity, at once supremely 

264. 



SHAKESPEARE: THE LAST PLAYS 


natural and deeply civilized. Tliis conception inspires the opening 
description of Postliumus, whom the king formerly endowed with 


... all the learnings that his time 
Could make him the receiver of; wliich he took. 

As we do air, fast as't was minist’red; 

And in’s spring became a harvest; liv’d in court ~ 
Wliich rare it is to do - most prais’d, most lov’d; 

A sample to die youngest; to th’ more mature 
A glass that fcated them; and to the graver 
A cliild that guided dotards. 

(i.i) 


Tlie virtues thus celebrated in Posthumus arc those of true courtliness, 
fostered by a ‘leaniiiig’ imbibed as naturally as air and proceeding, in 
the normal course of youthful development, to its spontaneous ‘har¬ 
vest’. In a world in wliich true virtue is indeed rare, he has become an 
example to all ages and conditions, a mirror of tlie fmer human 
qualities wliich Imogen, in loving him, has appreciated at their 
proper wordi. 

The ‘rarity* of this example, indeed, is emphasized first by contrast 
with the aristocratic pretensions of Cloten - a court parody of the 
truly ‘natural’ man, enslaved to the prompting of his own passions- 
and later by tlic success which attends the cynical intrigues of lachimo. 
To the latter, apparently dispassionate but in reality enslaved to his 
own sensuality, true virtue is inconceivable. In his attack upon 
Imogen, the overflow of physical imagery, product of 


... the cloyed will. 

That satiate yet unsatisfied desire, that tub 
Both fill’d and running, 

(I.v0 


is at once intense and deeply repellent; tliis is a speaker to whose 
cynical intelligence passion seems sterile, even disgusting, but to 
whom no limiting conception of value is conceivable as a check to 
the senseless operations of desire. It is his resentment against the 
physical embodiment of such a conception in Imogen that causes him 
to intrigue against her chastity. She repels, easily enough, his direct 
assault, but is powerless to meet the guile by which he steals from her 
in sleep the *proof*of his conquest; and as a resuk of her dcfbncdcsi- 
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ness she is faced, not only with the passionate resentment of her 
father, but with the anger of the disillusioned Posthumas. 

At diis point, and as a result of their common expulsion from the 
so-called civilized world, tlic story of the two lovers meets that of the 
lost sons of Cymbclinc in a common exposure to ‘nature’. They, in 
tlicir discussion witli their fatlier (ni. iii), balance a realization of the 
advantages of die simple life against dieir sense of its limitations; on 
die one hand: 

Haply this life is best. 

If quiet life be best, 

on the other, Arviragus acknowledges himself to be ‘beasdy’ and feels 
his limitations as a prison: 

... our cage 

We make a quire, as doth the prison’d bird. 

And sing our bondage freely. 

Simplicity has limitations of its own, freedom under conditions of 
primitive life involves the ‘bondage’ of the higher, specifically civi- 
hzed faculties. These will only be awakened in Cymbeliiic’s sons 
when they are restored to free loyalty and to a proper relationsliip 
with the father they have lost. 

The theme thus indicated is scarcely consistently developed in the 
play. It seems clear, however, that the ‘death’ of Imogen (iv. ii) is 
part of the symbolism of the conception. It implies a certain hbera- 
tioii, fittingly expressed in the dirge over her dead body: 

Fear no more the frown o* th* great. 

Thou art past the tyrant’s stroke, 

(iv. ii) 

and to it corresponds the captivity of Postiiumus and the tone of his 
meditations in prison: 

Most welcome, bondage 1 for thou art a way, 

I tliink, to hberty, 

(v. iv) 

Both, in their spirit of tempered acceptance, arc proper preludes to 
the battle in which Posthumus and the sons of Cymbclinc alike fmd 
their proper place, fighting against the foreign invader in the orbit of 
patriotism and in devotion, respectively, to their king and father. 
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The play ends on the familiar note of reconciliation, coupled with an 
ample gesture of thanksgiving. To the Sootlisayer's declaration of the 
relevance of supernatural purpose: 

The fingers of the powTs above do tunc 
The harmony of this peace - 

Cyinbeline, restored to true self-knowledge and to his position as 
royal symbol of unity, rcpUcs with a gesture of forgiveness and a 
final off ering of thanks: 

Laud we the gods; 

And let our crooked smokes climb to their nostrils 
From our blest altars. 

(v.v) 

In this vision of consecration to a unifying purpose, the personal is¬ 
sues of the play, tlic love of Imogen for Posthumus maintained 
through trials and the integration of natural simplicity with the 
civihzed graces, fmd in subjection to Cyinbeline, as father and king, 
tlieir proper sublimation. 

To pass from Pericles and CyrttheJine to Tlu: Wiuter^s Tale is to leave 
the field of experiment for that of finished acliicvcmcnt. The play is 
less, in fact, an ordinary ‘comedy*, even of the type of Twelfth Night 
or A Midsummer Night's Dream, than a construction approaching the 
ballet form, a strictly formal creation in which music plays an impor¬ 
tant though subsidiary part, and in wliich the main effects are achieved 
by the use of subtly interrelated poetic imagery. Its plot is perfectly 
adjusted to the new symbolic technique, and it is useful - if only to 
get away from the idea of realistic drama - to sec its various stages 
as the successive movements, differing in feeling and tempo, which 
go to make up the unity of a symphony. In accordance with tliis con¬ 
ception, the ‘first movement* would deal with die tragic break-up of 
existing unity dirough the passionate folly of one man. Leontes and 
Polbcenes, respectively kings of Sicily and Bohemia (here clearly 
countries of the imagination), open the play as life-long friends; but 
from the moment of dicir first appearance, their friendship contains 
seeds of division. Their ‘affection*, as we are told in Camillo’s open¬ 
ing remarks, ‘cannot choose but branch now*, and they have ‘shook 
hands, as over a vast; and embrac'd, as it were, from the ends of op¬ 
posed winds*. The threat of tragedy thus veiled in the apparent ede- 
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bration of their unity soon takes shape in the passionate, jealous con¬ 
viction of Leontcs that Polixenes has replaced hhn in tlie affections of 
his wife Hermione, 

This division, which Shakespeare makes no attempt to render 
psychologically probable, is clearly not to be explained in terms of 
mere realism. It is, in a very real sense, symbolic, indicative of a 
possibility universally present in tlic human make-up, and its nature 
is made clear in the course of I’olixencs’ account of the foundations 
upon which his friendsliip with Lcoiitcs had rested. ‘Wc were,’ he 
exclaims, 


Two lads that thought there was no more behind 
But such a day tcvniorrow as to-day. 

And to be boy eternal... 

Wc were as rw iim’d lambs that did frisk i* th* sun. 

And bleat the one at tif other; wc knew not 
The doctrine of ill-doing, no, nor dream’d 
That any did. 

(i.ii) 

The friendship between the two kings, which dates from childhood, 
has rested, in other words, on the youthful state of innocence; based 
on a sentimental ignoring of the reality of time, it originally assumed 
that it was possible to remain 'boy eternar. The redities of human 
nature, however, make this impossible. Boyhood is necessarily a state 
of transition. Time corrupts those unprepared to oppose its action 
with a corresponding moral effort, and youthful innocence, left to 
itself, falls fatally under the shadow of the ‘doctrine of ill-doing*. 
Only through a conscious reaction to tragedy, and the consequent 
acceptance of deeper experience, can this idyllic state of cliildlikc 
acceptance grow into an independent, conscious maturity. 

In particular, and as a potent factor in separating die mature man 
from liis cliildbood, time brings a capacity for sensual passion which 
may be good, if it leads to its natural fulfilment in the creative unity 
of the family, or evil and destructive, in the form of egoism and its 
consequences, jealousy overcoming all restraint of reason. In Leontes, 
it is the evil impulse wliicli comes to the surface, destroying his friend¬ 
ship with Polixenes and leading liim to turn upon his saintly wife 
Hcrmionc with animal intensity of feeling. His sexual passion, in 
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Other words, thrusts reason aside, expressing itself in phrases as in¬ 
tense as they are broken and incoherent: 

It is a bawdy planet, that will strike 

Where *t is predominant ... (i. ii) 

No barricado for a belly ... (i. ii) 

I have drunk, and seen the spider. (ii. i) 

Like Othello, Leontes refuses to listen to the restraining advice of 
those around him; his refusal is an essential part of his symbolic 
fimction as incantation of the spirit of unreason. Moved by it, he con¬ 
demns his new-born child, first to death, then to abandonment, and 
his wife to prison without pausing to wait - so sure is he in his mad¬ 
ness of the justice of his proceeding - for the sentence, previously in¬ 
voked, of the divine oracle. Thar sentence, when it comes, proves 
Hennione to have been innocent; but meanwhile she has died - or so 
Leontes believes - of grief, his son has been lost, and his friendship 
witli Polixencs has been shattered beyond all apparent remedy. The 
first movement of destruction and disintegration is complete with 
Leontes* broken confession of guilt: ‘Apollo’s angry; and the heavens 
themselves Do strike at my injustice’ (in. ii). 

The ‘second movement*, although very short, contains the turn¬ 
ing-point which is, in all these plays, an essential feature of the 
symbolic structure. It opens (iii. iii) in a storm which carries on, sym¬ 
bolically speaking, the idea of the divine displeasure and is treated 
poetically in a manner that recalls Pericles. As in the earlier play, the 
evocation of tempest serves as a background to the idea of birth; 
when the peasant who has witnessed the hurricane describes the 
drowning of a sliip’s crew in the angry seas, his father replies by 
showing in his arms a newly found cliiJd - the child, in fact, of 
Leontes - adding, in words that echo a similarly crucial utterance in 
Pericles, ‘thou mettest with tilings dying, I with things newborn*. 
The significance of the discovery thus placed at the centre of the play 
is abundantly clear. The child, bom of Leontes* imperfect passion, 
has none the less no share in the responsibility for his sin; born in tem¬ 
pest and looking forward to future calm, she connects the tragic past 
with the restored harmony of the future and becomes the instrument 
of reconciliation. 

Before this reconciliation can begin to take sliapc in the ‘tliird* 
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movement, however, we have to pass over sixteen years. Leontes* 
daughter then reappears as Perdita (like Marina before her, sym¬ 
bolically named) and meets Florizcl, the disguised son of Polixenes, 
at the rustic sheep-shearing organized by her supposed ‘father’, the 
shepherd who discovered her as a baby in the storm. Their love, ac¬ 
cording to the prevailing patteni of these comedies, is to be the means 
of reconciling tlieir estranged parents; but the time is not yet ripe for 
this resolution, because their feeling for one another is still too youth¬ 
ful and immature, still insufficiently tempered by contact with 
reality. In one of the most revealing speeches of the play, Perdita, as 
she offers her pastoral flowers to Florizel, celebrates the return of 
feeling after the long winter of discontent: 

O Proserpina, 

For the flowers now, that, frighted, diou Ict'st fall 
From Dis's waggon! daffodils. 

That come before the swallow dares, and take 
The winds of March with beauty; violets, dim 
But sweeter than the lids of Juno’s eyes 
Or Cytherea’s breath; pale primroses. 

That die unmarried, ere they can behold 

Bright Phoebus in his strength, - a malady 

Most incident to maids; bold oxlips and 

The crown imperial. (rv. iv) 

Beautiful as the speech is and for all its conclusiveness as a sign that the 
spring of reconciliation has dawned, the love it expresses still lacks 
the necessary maturity wliich only experience can provide. The em¬ 
phasis laid, in the imagery, upon Spring, that is upon birth, in¬ 
experience, virginity, is subtly balanced by an implicit sense of deatli, 
which the vitality indicated by the reference to the royal flowers - 
‘bold oxlips’ and the ‘crown imperial’ - can only partly counter. The 
flowers to which Perdita refers are ‘pale’ and ‘dim’; they ‘die un¬ 
married’, in unfulfilled promise, having failed to ‘behold Phoebus in 
bis strength*. Like the friendship of Polixenes and Leontes, this is an 
emotion which, in so far as it is unprepared to meet the challenge im¬ 
plied in the passage of time, is destined to die. 

Florizcl’s reply in turn expresses, with at least equal beauty, a simi¬ 
lar desire to live outside time, to hold up the course of mutabUity in 
a way that is ultimately impossible. When he says to Perdita: 
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... when you do dance, I wish you 
A wave o' th* sea, that you might ever do 
Nothing but that, 

his emotion, though expressed in language and rhythm where the 
effect of simplicity represents the fmal perfection of art, is still nos¬ 
talgic, still an attempt to evade the pressure of mutability, to escape 
from the problems presented by maturity into a permanent dream 
of first love. The conclusion is, inevitably, the same as that implied 
in Perdita’s speech. Tlie meeting of the lovers is a sign that Spring 
has been bom, indeed, out of Winter tragedy; but Spring needs still 
to pass over into the Summer which is its fulfilment, otherwise it 
must, in the ver)' nature of things, wither. In terms of the dramatic 
action which concerns us, the spring-like beauty of this love is not 
yet mature; in order to become so, to take up its place, not rejected 
but completed, in the full balance of the play’s conception, it needs 
to be reinforced by the responsibility, the human concern implied in 
the deeply spiritual penitence of Lcontes. That is why, at this moment 
of idyllic celebration, Polixencs enters to cast across it the shadow of 
aged, impoteiir anger, taking away his son, threatening Perdita with 
torture, and filling himself into something very like Lcontes’ sin. A 
final meeting at the court of Sicilia must precede the final reconciha- 
tion. 

Enough has been said to show that this great pastoral scene plays a 
far more important part in the symbolic structure of The l^VinteTs 
Tale than would appear if we regard it as no more than a splendid 
piece of decorative make-believe. Besides developing, in terms of 
highly subtle poetry, the theme of spiritual integration analysed 
above, it also introduces into the developing pattern a note of social 
relevance, so to call it, already experimented with in Cymhelirte, In 
pastoral Bohemia, as in primitive Britain, there exists a powerful con¬ 
trast between court sophistication and the simple life. l\*rdita is es¬ 
pecially forthright on tin’s subject. When Polixencs, with his sneering 
description of her as ‘worthy enough a herdsman’, accuses her of en¬ 
ticing Florizel to debase liimself and threatens her with torture, her 
reply is a frank acceptance of the implied challenge: 

I was not much afeard; for once or twice 
1 was about to speak, and tell him plainly, 

The selfsame sun that sliincs upon his court 
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Hides not his visage from our cottage, but 
Looks on alike. 

(iv. iv) 


Once again, however, Shakespeare's aim is not contrast but inte¬ 
gration. The good life is not to be fully attained in pastoral abstraction, 
although many of its elements may be present in tliis idyllic form; 
nor is court life, if by that we mean a civilked social existence subject 
to natural loyalties and based on the recognition of the deepest ties of 
blood, necessarily corrupt or debased. The virtues of the one need to 
be infused into the graces of the other; that is why, wlien all the 
characters of the play converge upon Leontes’ court for the fmal 
clarification before ‘the t|ueen’s picture*, a subsidiary place is found 
(v. ii) for the Shepherd and Clown who, by the very facT of their 
having di.scovered and reared Perdita, have their own claim to parti¬ 
cipation in the complete pattern. Before this, their last appearance 
before Leontes’ palace, it is true that they have been unmercifully 
scarified by Autolycus - who represents in tliis play sometliing very 
like the forces of wayward human anarchy, and whom Shakespeare 
throws in, as it were, with an inconsequential but profoundly human 
gesture, lest his conception should seem too perfectly, abstractly 
balanced ~ but the fact remains that they do arrive, and that the 
Clown’s gently ironic comment on social pretensions - ‘So we wept - 
and tliere was the first gcntleman-hkc tears that ever we shed’ — 
throws, from its particular angle of simpheity, a hght of its own upon 
the entire situation. 

The fmal resolution, towards wliich the whole play has been tend¬ 
ing, is the work of the fourth and last ‘movement’. We return, after 
a gap of sixteen years, to Leontes, whose courtiers have been urging 
him to marry again. The bond of wedlock, and its fulfilment in the 
shape of heirs, is repeatedly stressed as an essential factor in The 
Winter*s Tale. The sanctity of Hermione has been from the first closely 
bound up with reverence for her motherhood; tliis coimexion was 
most intimately expressed in the spirit of the comments on her 
pregnancy made by her two attendant Ladies to the young Mamillius: 

FIRST LADY. Tlic quccn your motlicr rounds apace ... 

SECOND LADY. Shc is Spread of late 

Into a goodly bulk; good time encounter her. 

(n.i) 
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The adjectives underline the presence in Hermione of a beneficent 
and creative fertility. Now, in the arguments addressed to Leontes by 
his courtiers, tlic natural fulfilment of the marriage-tic is associated 
with the royal craving for an heir, Leontes* own attitude is a delicate 
blend of apparently contrary emotions. Bound by ‘saint-like sorrow*, 
a repentance for past errors wliich the memory of Hcrmionc*s virtue 
keeps alive in him, he none the less shares the universal desire for an 
heir as fulfilment, as manifestation of the natural fertility of which his 
sin has deprived him. These two strains of feeling arc, indeed, bound 
together by the supreme fact of his situation. Tlic child he so intensely 
desires can only be bom of Hermione, whom he believes to be dead: 
can only, therefore, be the very daughter whom, in his past folly, he 
condenuicd to die. 

At last, however, Leontes has repented enough. The final expiation 
of liis past error coincides with the concentration of the wlnile action 
at his court. Florizel and Perdita, fleeing before tlic displeasure of 
Polixencs, seek refuge from the latter’s prejiulice at another and wiser 
court, and all is ready for the final reconciliation. At this point, the 
utterly unreahstic ballet quality of the play is more than ever apparent. 
Leontes, in the presence of all the chief actors in the fable, is placed by 
the faithful Paulina before the life-like ‘statue* of Hermione, wliich 
gradiiaUy corncs to life by a process wliich corresponds, in its har¬ 
monious majesty, to the definitive birth of a new hie out of the long 
Winter of penance and suflering. The statue seems to live, it breathes, 
is warm; it tortures Leontes with the revival of past memories, but 
with the poignancy of a sorrow that he now desires to hold, to make 
eternal. Deluded, as he still believes, into tliinking that the ‘statue* 
has tile appearance of hfc, he exclaims: 

Make me to think so twenty years together I 
No settled senses of the world can match 
The pleasure of that madness. (v. iii) 

Finally, as though in answer to his prayer, the ‘statue* comes to Ufe, 
and Leontes and Hermione, restored to one another after sixteen 
years of sorrow and separation, once more embrace. Florizel and 
Perdita kneel, hkc Cordcha and Marina before them, to receive the 
blessing wliich Leontes, now restored to his wife, is at last ready to 
give to liis daughter, also found again; while Polixenes, entering 
upon this scene of joy and reconcihation, completes it by consenting 
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to her marriage with FlorizeL In this way, the children's love heals 
the divisions introduced by passion into the original friendship of the 
fathers, and Winter has passed at last through Spring into the Summer 
of gracious consunmiation and fulfilment. 


Shakespeare’s last unquestioned play. The Tempest - Henry VIII, 
sometimes considered to be of later date, is scarcely a work of the 
first order, and we may reasonably admit die collaboration of John 
Fletcher in the writing of it^ - is also concerned with reconciliation. 
Unlike 77 /e Winter's Tale, however, it telescopes die complete pro¬ 
cess of estrangement, suftcriiig, and restored harmony by viewing the 
earlier stages as past history and concentrating almost exclusively upon 
the final, resolutive stage in the full development. To do this it takes 
us away from ordinary life to a magic island on which the normal 
laws of nature arc suspended. Prospero, undisputed master of the 
island, controls it entirely through the ministration of the spirits 
whom he has learned to master, and lives with his daughter Miranda 
- who has no clear memory of any other life - in a state of idyllic 
simplicity. This change of emphasis, however, should not blind us to 
die fact that The Tempest is as closely connected as The Winter's Tale 
with the passions and conflicts of normal living. The whole point of 
the early scenes of The Tempest is that this abstraction from common 
reality cannot last. Just as much as the characters in The Winter's Tale, 
diosc of The Tempest arc faced with the universal human necessity 
for maturing; and their attainment of maturity implies at some stage 
die loss of their original state of innocence, though, as the play pro¬ 
ceeds to show, they may find it again - backed this time by a full ex¬ 
perience - at the end of their development. 

The state of innocence is, even on Prospero’s island, a precarious 
one. He himself, of course, is only there as a result of the envy and 
ambition of his brother Antonio, and we must not believe that the 
conditions of a full and civilized life arc to be found within its narrow 
limits. His position, indeed, has been caused by definite and clearly 
stated deficiencies in the practical order. His trust and neglect of the 
proper ends of worldly government, as stated by him to Miranda 
(i. ii), recall those of the Duke in Measure for Measure (a person with 
whom he shows no few points of contact) in opening the way for the 


274 



SHAKESPEARE: THE LAST PLAYS 
entry of evil into his domains. Prospero, in fact, has not been able, 
any more than Shakespeare’s more obviously tragic characters, to 
avoid the existence and development of evil. As always, he is faced 
by a passion-bom excrescence implicit in the nature of things, the 
effects of which are inevitably disruptive; but tliough evil impulse of 
this kind is as clearly present in The Tempest as in any of the earlier 
plays, Prospero is differentiated from Shakespeare's tragic heroes by 
holding in liis hands the weapon of contemplative wisdom, and with 
it an assurance that, with the help of destiny (more exphcitly objecti- 
vized than anywhere else in the plays), evU can be mastered. It is his 
possession of this weapon, and not any state of abstraction from reahty, 
diat makes him less the victim of intemal passion and external cir¬ 
cumstance than a quasi-divine controlling force guiding the action of 
those around him in accordance with his own superior understanding. 

When the play opens, Prospero knows that the time has come for 
the reconciliation of past divisions and for the entry into what is to be, 
in a very real sense, a fuller Hfe. The reconediation, however, must 
be genuine and complete, made with a full knowledge of what evil, 
as a destructive force undermining ‘degree’ to fulfil its own selfish 
ends, can do. As a first step Miranda, who, as Prospero’s daughter, 
has an essential part to play in the coming rcconcihation, must be 
awakened to the impheations of full maturity. To do this, and at the 
same time to create the conditions without which reconciliation 
would be impossible, Prospero uses his magic power to raise a tem¬ 
pest - itself symbohcally associated, as wc have by now learned to ex¬ 
pect, with the stress of tragedy - in order to bring together on his 
idyUic island aU those who have formerly wronged him. By so do¬ 
ing, he dchberately introduces into his domain suffering and ambi¬ 
tion, evils hitherto unknown there but which will themselves, in due 
course, be mastered and become instruments of reconciliation; for 
suffering and the exposure to evil bring with them, when confronted 
by a corresponding moral effort, self-knowledge (as in King Lear), 
and a maturity without which reconciliation would be a false, 
idyUic simplification. 

It is not surprising, in view of this conception, that the early part of 
the play should be largely devoted to a careful analysis of the motives 
of the newcomers and to a distinction between dieir various degrees 
of guilt. The least reprehensible is seen to be Alonso, who, although 
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in part responsible for Prospero’s banishment, is now sorry for his 
past acts and overcome by the loss - as he believes - of liis son 
Ferdinand. When confronted with the condemnation of the dis¬ 
guised Ariel, he alone among the conspirators expressly recognizes 
liis responsibihty and associates liis treatment of Prospero with his 
present bereavement: 

... the thunder, 

That deep and dreadful organ-pipe, pronounc’d 

The name of Prosper: it did bass my trespass. 

Therefore my son i’ th’ ooze is bedded. (in. iii) 

Alonso, indeed, with his readiness to deplore the past and liis ability 
to receive the healing visitation of slumber (ii. i), plays in The Tem¬ 
pest, though in a minor key, something of die part of Leoiitcs in The 
Winter s Tale; his sufferings, culminating in the storm wliicli Inis 
separated liim from his son, have brought repentance to him, and he 
in turn will be accordingly forgiven, included in die final pattern of 
reconciliation. 

Not all die evil brought to the island, however, can be thus re¬ 
duced to confonnity. Evil, here as always in Shakespeare, consists in 
the determination of selfish men, inspired by one or other of the 
human passions to the exclusion of the remaining elements in a 
balanced existence, to break the bonds of unity and conscience through 
following self-interest to anarchy. As such, it is represented on the 
island by Sebastian and Antonio, who are moved by a spirit of ruth¬ 
less egoism. It is worth noting that they arc themselves carefully dis¬ 
tinguished. Sebastian is the less guilty of the two. Possessing the germs 
of wickedness in his character, he yet needs someone more forceful, 
more conscious of the true nature of his desires, to rouse them into 
activity; he is, in his own words, ‘standing water', and the action of 
his more determined companion is needed to teach him ‘how to How* 
(u. i). Antonio, on die other hand, belongs to a longer and more 
sinister line of Shakespearian villains, and reminds us, as Prosperous 
brother, of the illegitimate Edmund who plotted with such terrible 
consequences against liis half-brother in Kinj^ Lear; possessed of the 
same critical, destructive inteihgence, he applies it with the same 
limited, partial understanding in disregard of all natural bonds to 
achieve the scIEsh purposes whicli arc the only end his reason can pro¬ 
pose to him. Conscience, despised by him in vigorous, self-confident 
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Speech as less than a ‘kibe*, is a ‘deity* for which he can find no place 
in the order of tilings; ‘tlxrcc inches’ of‘obedient steel’, and nothing 
more, stand between him and the attainment of liis designs on Milan. 
The spirits of lago. Lady Macbeth, and Edmund a.sscrt themselves for 
the last time in the wonls of a courtier who, having dispossessed his 
brother, is prepared to eliminate his king. 

Apart from Antonio and Sebasti;in, degenerate representatives of 
die courtly, sophisticated order and the principal actors in the island 
conspiracy, there remain only the drunken sailors, Stephano and 
Trinciilo, whose actions are based on a combination of gross vul¬ 
garity and venial sin, and very Little more. Their anarchic instincts 
are less the result of reasoning, the privilege of their supposed ‘betters’, 
than the product of drink, wliich obliterates in them the true sense of 
then situation and releases them, in their own conception, from the 
obligations which normally bind them to their masters and fellow- 
men. On the island, however, these two essentially commonplace 
beings are brought into touch, not with the simple, noble savage who 
peoples undiscovered islands in the imagination of courtly theorists 
like Gonzalo, but witli the tme sources of energy in the natural man. 
Cahban, the offspring of a witch but himself uncorrupted by civiliza¬ 
tion, is a strange mixture of the poetical and the absurd, the pathetic 
and the savagely evil. No one can doubt liis essential superiority, as a 
creature of sensibility, to Stephano and Trinculo. Urdike them, he 
possesses a genuine and distinctive poetic note, wliich expresses itself 
repeatedly in appreciation of the natural beauties around him; but, no 
less than they, he is forced, with the break-up of the original sim¬ 
plicity of the island imdcr Prospero’s earlier unquestioned rule, to 
choose between liis spiritual and his animal nature. Both have so far 
been held in unity by a superior power, respectively encouraged and 
curbed by the rule of Prospero; but now, with the original balance 
upset by the invasion of alien forces, one or the other must take con¬ 
trol. It is at tliis point (ii. ii) that Caliban meets Stephano and Trinculo 
with their bottle, and, lacking any true god to worsliip although the 
primiti ve instinct for adoration is strong in him, he falls at their feet. 
The drunken sailor becomes, in liis eyes, ‘a brave god’, bearing 
‘celestial hquors*; and tliis god in turn corrupts him by encouraging 
his undeveloped notions of liberty, which bring liim finally into servi¬ 
tude, not now to Prospero, but to the bottle-bearing drunkard whose 
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feet he is moved to kiss. Last of all. tlirough the release, under the pre¬ 
text of his newly acquired ‘freedom*, of the animal instincts wliich 
have always been a part of his nature, Caliban balances the designs of 
Sebastian and Antonio upon Alonso with liis own plot to murder 
Prospero. 

The true purpose of The Tempest is now beginning to emerge from 
our analysis. Once more, as so often in Shakespeare, the problem of 
hberty is set at the centre of the play. The degeneration of Caliban 
when exposed to the influence of the outside world shows that liberty 
can easily lead to a state of enslavement to evil; the only means by 
which this danger can be avoided involves an acceptance of the idea of 
service freely given to a superior conception of good. Nevertheless — 
and here we are brought perhaps a step further tlian in any other play 
- to recognize good, and the order wliich naturally proceeds from it, 
is to accept it as an integral part of the natural order of the universe, 
and therefore as objectively guaranteed. For tliis reason, Prospero is 
more than a good man with an unusual degree of insight into moral 
realities; he is the instrument of a destiny which is conccnicd to bring 
together the diverse characters and situations described in The Tern-- 
pest, for only in relation to an objective conception of the operations 
of destiny can all the conflicting anarcliies let loose upon the island by 
his own permission be judged. 

There is a decisive moment in the play when the voice of Destiny, 
elsewhere implied with varying degrees of firmness, is allowed to 
speak openly. Ariel's great speech addressed to Alonso and liis guilty 
companions before he deprives them of the enchanted banquet that 
has just been set before them is, in fact, notliing less than the keystone 
upon wliich the structure of the whole play rests: 

You arc three men of sin, whom destiny, 

That hath to instrument this lower world. 

And what is iif t, the never-surfeited sea 
Hath caused to belch up you; and, on this island. 

Where man doth not inhabit, you 'mongst men 
Being most unfit to live ... 

But remember 

(For that’s my business to you) that you three 
From Milan did supplant good Prospero, 

Expos’d unto the sea (which hath requit it) 
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Him and his innocent child; for which foul deed. 

The powers delaying, not forgetting, have 
Incens’d the seas and shores, yea, all the creatures. 
Against your peace. Thee of tliy son, Alonso, 

They have bereft; and do pronounce by me 

Ling Ting perdition (worse dian any death 

Can be at once) shall step by step attend 

You and your ways, whose wraths to guard you from. 

Which here, in this most desolate isle, else falls 

Upon your heads, is nothing but heart’s sorrow 

Ajid a clear life ensuing. 

(m. iii) 


Here at last - rather even than in any speech of Prospero’s - is an 
explicit statement of what The Tempest is about. Perhaps for the first 
time in Shakespeare’s work the voice of Destiny delivers itscl 
directly in judgement. The sea, to wliich Prospero and Miranda were 
exposed by tlieir enemies, has performed once more tlic same func¬ 
tion, at once destroying and preserving, as in Pericles and The Winters 
Talc\ but it has done this in a way not directly foreseen in the earlier 
plays, by bringing die criminals, dirough Prospero’s own action, to 
judgement. By shifting the whole symbolic process of breakdown 
and restoration to its last stage, and looking back upon its genesis and 
development as diings already substantially complete, Shakespeare 
has, in a sense, limited the scope of his action; but he lias also saved 
himself from a repetiuon of effects already achieved and opened the 
way to a new kind of play. The very essence of tliis new conception 
lies in Ariel’s call upon the conspirators for repentance as a necessary 
prelude to salvation. Unless their sojourn on this ‘most desolate isle* 
has taught them the evil and folly of their ways, unless it has shown 
tliem the necessity for true ‘heart’s sorrow* and ‘a clear life* to follow, 
their doom is, spiritually speaking, certain. For it is in die nature of 
unbridled passion, as Shakespeare had already presented it in his great 
tragedies, to lead its victims to self-destruction; and The Tempest, 
with its insistence upon notions of penance and amendment that can 
only follow from die acceptance of such a personal, spiritual con¬ 
ception of Destiny as is here for tlic first time placed squarely and un¬ 
ambiguously at the centre of the play, is conceived as notliing less 
than a counterpoise to this tragic process of ruin. 

The Tempest, then, is no mere romantic idyll or piece of poetic 
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fancy. Since Destiny, according to its central assertion, is real and 
there is a life-giving order sanctioned by it, reconciliation can truly 
be bom from the bitterness of tragic experience. The instruments of 
this reconcUiation are, as always, the children of the fathers whom 
passion originally divided. Miranda, awakened by Prospero to 
human realities and exposed by him to a symbolic process of trial, 
marries Ferdinand, whom she first saw ui her naive state of innocence 
as a vision proceeding from a ‘brave ne w world* of her own circum¬ 
scribed imagination, but whom she has conic in the course of the 
play to love iis a man. Once more, the children restore the parents to 
harmony and the ‘brave new world* itself is seen as an ennobling 
vision of love in the light of an enriched experience. 

As in Pericles and The Winter's Tale the whole symbolic action is 
rounded off* by a spccdically religious gesture. In the words of the 
faithful Gonzalo at the moment of consummation, the gods are in¬ 
voked to ‘crown* the new-born vision of humanity with an appropriate 
symbol of royalty: the ‘gods* who have unfolded die whole plot 
tlirough its various stages and brought it at last to its harmonious con¬ 
clusion. The crown that they bestow is, in effect, a sign of the ‘second*, 
the redeemed and ‘reasonable* life which has at last been given to the 
protagonists of the play dirough their experiences on die island. As 
Gonzalo puts it: 

In one voyage 

Did Claribcl her husband find at Tunis, 

And Ferdinand, her brother, found a wife 
Where he himself was lost; Prospero his dukedom 
In a poor isle; and all of us ourselves 
When no man was his own, 

(v.i) 

In the light of these lines, the whole action - the loss no less than the 
finding, the separations no less than the reunions - is clearly seen to be 
a closely woven texture of symbolic elements. Recognized as such, it 
grows vastly into a significance that rounds off our understanding of 
the whole play. To the very last, Shakespeare is careful to balance his 
construction with a characteristic sense of the relativity of all our feel¬ 
ings and speculations; Prospero has already set against the prevailing 
sense of order and harmony his reference to ‘the baseless fabric* of our 
vision, and at the end Stepliano and Trinculo, representatives - like 
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Autolycus before them - of the irreducible human element that de¬ 
fies incorporation into any pattern, arc left, neither condoned nor 
very seriously condemned, outside tlie full civilized pattern which 
Prospero and his group arc leaving the island to re-enter. These reser¬ 
vations, however, do not afiea the general scope of the conception, 
which is harmonizing and inclusive. For it is at this point, if anywhere, 
that the pattern of The Tempest - and with it the whole design initi¬ 
ated in the historical plays and carried through tlic tragedies to this 
last symbolic integration - is substantially complete. 

NOTES 

1. The argument against divided authorship in both Pericles and CYntbelitie 
has been most forcibly stated by G. Wilson Knight in The Crown of Life 
(1947) ^uid elsewhere. 

2, For a contrary view sec, again, G. Wilson Knight's The Crown of Life, 
where great importance is attached to the play in the author’s interpretation of 
the Shakespearian pattern. 


A.S.-13 
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CHANGING INTERPRETATIONS OF 
SHAKESPEARE 

KENNETH MUIR 
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Something has akeady been said about the characteristics of the 
Elizabethan stage and of its audience. The pubUc theatres, whether 
derived from inn-yards, from bear-baiting arenas, or from cockpits, 
were open to the sky. The stage itself was a platform, an ‘unworthy 
scaffold*, with no curtain or scenery; and atmosphere had to be con¬ 
veyed by the words. The cliief need of the actor was the ability to 
speak verse well; the best actors preserved a nice balance between 
naturalness and formality, both in speech and gesture, and the fact 
that women’s parts were taken by boys tended to have the same 
effect. The audience was a cross-section of London - Puritans only 
excepted - and whatever its limitations it possessed the supreme merit 
of regarding poetry as a natural means of expression, even when it 
was far removed from the language of ordinary speech, and even 
when it was deUvered by actors in such a way as to emphasize, rather 
than to conceal, the rhetorical devices employed by the poet. Robert 
Bridges accused those ‘wretched beings’, the groundlings, of pre¬ 
venting Shakespeare from being a great artist. In fact we owe them a 
debt of gratitude for demanding of Shakespeare poetry rather than 
realism, and for preventing him from writing the academic plays 
which were the pride of those poets whose work was ‘never clapper¬ 
clawed by the palms of the vulgar’. 

During the reigns of James I and Charles I, the influence of the pri¬ 
vate theatres and of the elaborate court masques made themselves felt. 
Scenery and artificial lighting gradually superseded the bare boards of 
the Elizabethans. The admission fee to the private theatres excluded 
the poorer classes, and as Puritanism tightened its hold on the mind 
of the middle classes, they also kept away from the theatre - par¬ 
ticularly as the morality of the newer drama of Fletcher, Ford, and 
Massinger was often dubious. As a result, plays were written to appeal 
mainly to the Court and its hangers-on. It is significant that soon after 

282 



CHANGING INTERPRETATIONS OF SHAKESPEARE 
Shakespeare’s death Macbeth was desecrated by the introduction of an 
operatic Hecate. 

At the Restoration two theatres - and between 1682 and 1695 only 
one - were sufficient to satisfy the public demand. A generation 
earlier a smaller population had required no less than six. The new 
audience consisted of scum and dregs - the fashionable courtier and 
the unrcspcctablc. Shakespeare’s plays were then less popular tlian 
tliose of Beaumont and Fletcher, and they were frequently altered to 
suit the taste of the times. Actresses, now appearing for the first time, 
had to be provided for. At the end of King Lear Cordelia was made to 
hve happily ever after as Edgar’s wife, Miranda was given a sister, 
and Lady Macduff had her part enlarged. The plays were also hacked 
about so as to make them conform, more or less, to the neo-classical 
rules. 

Yet the period from 1660 to 1890 was an age of great acting, and 
Betterton, Garrick, Kemble, Siddons, Kean, Macready, and Irving 
all appeared in Shakespearian roles in adapted versions of his plays. 
The decay of drama during the eighteenth century has been put down 
to the size of the theatres, which were now so huge that subtlety was 
no longer possible. It may rather be ascribed to the uiflux of tlie middle 
classes, who suffered from the delusion that sentimental comedy was 
more moral than die comedy of manners. Except for Sheridan and 
Goldsmith, there were no good dramatists between the death of 
Congreve and die advent of Shaw and Wilde. Shakespeare’s plays 
were performed with elaborate scenery, and with savage cuts to make 
room for it. Those who really appreciated Shakespeare usually stayed 
away from the dicatrc, and we have the comic spectacle of Thomas 
Hardy in the front row of the gallery with liis eyes glued not to the 
stage but to a text of the play. 

The reform of Shakespearian performances began with the dis¬ 
covery of Gordon Craig that unreahstic scenery with electric lighting 
need not impede the movement of the play, and with the discovery 
by William Poel that the plays could be performed without cuts on a 
bare stage, and that they became more dramatic if so staged. Gran- 
ville-Barkcr’s productions just before the First World War prepared 
the way for the Old Vic tradition of simple scenery and uncut texts. 
By this time, we may suppose, the spread of secondary and university 
education had created a public which wanted to see Shakespeare de- 
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cendy performed. Plays neglected for centuries were revived, and at 
Stratford nearly all, and at the Old Vic all, the plays of the canon were 
performed. Acting today may not be as great as it was in the eigh¬ 
teenth century, but there is no doubt that for the first time for three 
hundred years we have the chance of judging Shakespeare’s com¬ 
petence as a dramatist. It was a good deal better than even Bradley 
suspected. 

It would be idle to pretend that the modem playgoer is an ideal 
spectator of a Shakespeare play. Having studied Shakespeare at school, 
he is likely to see the plays through the distorting mirror of the critics. 
He has lost the pleasures of ignorance - die pleasure, for example, of 
excitement with the plot, and - as poetry is aHen to liim - he will sel¬ 
dom catch the exact meaning of the more difficult speeches, whether 
the actors declaim them so as to convey mood rather dian meaning or 
speak the lines as diough they were prose. Both methods, lacking die 
necessary blend of formality and naturalness, kill the poetry. 

Yet it may be argued that the best critics of our time have given us 
a better understanding of Shakespeare tlian those of any previous 
generation. His real greamess was apparently not suspected in his own 
lifetime.^ The first criticism of his work is to be found in Greene’s 
Groatsworth of Wit (1592), where he is attacked as an upstart crow 
beautified with the feathers of die University wits. A few years later 
Meres compared him with Ovid, Plautus, and Seneca; but the value 
of this tribute may be Judged by the fact that he is classed with two 
dons. Leg and Edcs, as the best writers of tragedy, and with Doctor 
Gager as ‘the best for comedy amongst us’. But, during liis hfetime, 
there were many tributes to the sweetness of liis versification. The 
foolish Gullio, the undergraduate in The Return from Parnassus, was 
satirized for rating Shakespeare liighcr than Spenser and Chaucer. 
‘I’ll worsliip sweet Mr Shakespeare’, he cries, ‘and to honour him will 
lay his Venus and Adonis under my piUow.’ GuUio obviously enjoyed 
the poem for its erotic subject. So Gabriel Harvey, a Cambridge don, 
tells us that ‘the younger sort’ dcUghted in Venus and Adonis, though 
he admits that Lucrece and Hamlet ‘have it in them to please the wiser 
sort’. Shakespeare had ‘small Latin and less Greek’, and the very fact 
that he was the most popular dramatist of his time made tlie academic 
critics cautious and suspicious. Even his fellow-dramatists lamented his 
lack of learning. Beaumont, writing to Jonson and probably echoing 
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his corrcspondcat’s views, said that Shakespeare’s best lines would be 
used by future critics to show 

How far sometimes a mortal man may go 
By the dim light of Nature. 

Jonson himself complained of Shakespeare’s bombast and lack of art; 
and when the players praised Shakespeare because ‘he never blotted 
out line*, Jonson retorted, ‘Would he had blotted a thousand!* By 
1630, Jonson, who was a learned man and a careful craftsman, had 
become irritated by the idolatrous admiration which was already be¬ 
ing accorded to Shakespeare: 

I loved the man, and do honour liis memory (on this side 
Idolatry) as much as any. 

Yet Jonson himself was partly responsible for this idolatry. The elegy 
he contributed to the First Folio (1623) is perhaps tlie most magnifi¬ 
cent tribute ever paid by one poet to another, for it not only ranks 
Shakespeare above Chaucer and Spenser, but above all die Greek and 
Roman dramatists. Not only was he the ‘soul of the age*, but ‘for all 
time*; not only ‘the wonder of our stage*, but also the ‘star of poets*. 
Most remarkable, in view ofjonson’s remarks elsewhere, is his praise 
of Shakespeare as an artist: 

Yet must I not give Nature all: Thy Art, 

My gende Shakespeare, must enjoy a part. 

For though the poet’s matter Nature be. 

His art doth give the fashion. And that he. 

Who casts to write a living line, must sweat, 

(Such as thine are) and strike a second heat 
Upon the Muse’s anvil: turn the same, 

(And himself with it) that he thinks to frame; 

Or for the laurel he may gain a scorn. 

For a good poet’s made, as well as bom. 

And such wert thou. Look how the father’s face 
Lives in his issue, even so, the race 
Of Shakespeare’s mind and manners brighdy shines 
In his well turned and true filed lines: 

In each of which he seems to shake a lance, 

As brandish’d at the eyes of Ignorance. 

The difference between the attitude displayed in this poem and 
Jonson’s other recorded views on Shakespeare may pardy be explained 
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by the fact that it was a public commendation, whereas his other re¬ 
marks were spoken in casual conversation or written as a counterblast 
to what he regarded as excessive praise. Perhaps he had not realized, 
until he read the plays collected for the First FoHo, just how good 
they were. 

Through the whole of the seventeenth century Jonson’s art and 
learning were contrasted with Shakespeare’s natural gifts, as in 
Milton’s verses in tlie Second Folio and in his tribute in VAllegro to 
Shakespeare’s ‘native woodnotes wild’. Although the plays were 
popular at the court of Charles I, there was no written criticism of 
importance until after tlie Restoration; and then the plays were 
adapted by Dry den, Shad well, and Tate to conform with the new 
taste. Even so altered they were less popular than those of Beaumont 
and Fletcher.* The critics generally blamed the barbarism of the 
Elizabetlian age for the faults they professed to find in Shakespeare’s 
plays, and they were mosdy convinced that they knew better than 
tlieir grandfathers how a play ought to be written. Dryden liimself, 
though he sometimes expressed such fashionable views, was able to 
rise above tliem because of liis whole-hearted admiration for Shake¬ 
speare’s poetic genius and for his power of creating characters. He 
may seem to a modem reader to be mistaken in liis conviction that 
the wit, language, conversation, and taste of his own age were 
superior to those of the age of Ehzabeth (The Dramatic Poetry of the 
Last Age, 1672). It may seem strange that the author of heroic plays 
should complain of Shakespeare’s bombast, though it was natural for 
one who paid due respect to the ‘rules’ to criticize Shakespeare’s plots. 
But when he speaks not for liis age but from his heart, Dryden’s ad¬ 
miration is not lacking in warmth: 

He was the man who of aU modem, and perhaps ancient, poets, 
had the largest and most comprehensive soul. All the images 
of nature were still present to him, and he drew them, not 
laboriously, but luckily; when he describes anything, you 
more than see it, you feel it too. Those who accuse him to have 
wanted learning give him the greater commendation: he was 
naturally learned; he needed not the spectacles of books to read 
nature; he looked inwards, and found her there. I cannot say 
he is everywhere alike; were he so, I should do him injury to 
compare him with the greatest of mankind. He is many times 
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flat, insipid; his comic wit degenerating into clenches, his 
serious swelling into bombast. But he is always great, when 
some great occasion is presented to him. {Of Dramatic Poesy.) 

Thomas Rymer had learning, common sense, and a coarse vein of 
wit, but he seems to have been entirely without aesthetic perception. 
His Short View of Tragedy (1692) contains a famous denunciation of 
Othello as ‘a bloody farce, without salt or savour*. lago is badly drawn 
because soldiers arc ‘open-hearted, frank, plain-dealing’, and plays 
should deal with the normal rather than with the exceptional. 
Desdemona’s marriage with Othello is incredible. The language of 
the play is often gross and inflated. Finally Rymer pokes fun at the 
moral of the play: 

First, this may be a caution to all maidens of quality how, 
without their parents’ consent, they run away with blacka¬ 
moors. ... Secondly, this may be a waniing to all good wives, 
that they look well to their linen. Tliirdly, tliis may be a lesson 
to husbands, that before their jealousy be tragical, the proof 
may be mathematical. 

Rymer’s criticism was more hostile than that of liis contemporaries, 
but even Dryden showed respect for his views; Rowe admitted the 
justice of his criticisms, thougli suggesting that he ought also to have 
pointed out the beauties as well as the faults; Dcmiis lamented Shake¬ 
speare’s neglect of poetic justice and his ignorance of the Classics, 
though he admitted that Rymer might by the same method have re¬ 
vealed faults even in Waller; and Pope said that Rymer was ‘on the 
whole, one of the best critics we ever had’. 

The weighing of faults and beauties was the favourite exercise of 
eighteenth-century critics.^ We fmd it in the prefaces of the editors - 
Rowe, Pope, Theobald, and Johnson. Pope’s preface is largely in the 
tradition of the previous century. Shakespeare ‘is not so much an 
imitator, as an instrument of Nature; and ’tis not so just to say that he 
speaks from her, as that she speaks through liim’. He argues that 
Shakespeare’s faults were largely due to the bad taste of his audience 
and to the fact that he was an actor; that there is undeniable evidence 
that Shakespeare corrected his work; and tliat the editors of the First 
Folio introduced many blunders and illiteracies for which the poet 
could not have been responsible. One of Pope’s remarks has been 
offered as evidence of his breadth of outlook: ‘To judge therefore of 
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Shakespeare by Aristotle's rules, is like trying a man by the laws of 
one country, who acted under those of another*. 

Theobald, the first editor (i734) with an adequate knowledge of 
Elizabethan literature, not only made some brilliant emendations but 
also restored the original text in many places, freeing it from Pope's 
unfortimate elegancies. He was the first to show that Shakespeare's 
anachronisms were not due to ignorance or the corruption of liis 
texts, but to tlie ‘too powerful blaze of his imagination which, when 
once raised, made all acquired knowledge vanish and disappear be¬ 
fore it'. Johnson's great preface is in some ways the culmination of the 
Shakespearian criticism of the previous hundred years. He tends to 
summarize faults and beauties, as so many of his predecessors had 
done. His hst of faults covers the usual complaints: Shakespeare seems 
to write without any moral purpose, liis plots are loosely constructed, 
his endings arc huddled, he has many anachronisms, his jests are often 
bawdy, his tragedy is more forced than his comedy, his set speeches 
are often frigid or bombastic, and he indulges in quibbles*: 

A quibble was to him the fatal Cleopatra for which he lost the 
world, and was content to lose it. 

But on two points Johnson takes an independent line. He defends 
Shakespeare's mingling of tragedy and comedy and his neglect of the 
three unities. His praise of Shakespeare as a ‘faithful mirror of man¬ 
ners and of life', as a writer of comic dialogue, as a depicter of charac¬ 
ter, and so on, is magnificently phrased. In the course of his notes 
Johnson inserts some terse comments on the plays; and in his remarks 
on Falstaif and Polonius we can sec the beginnings of that analysis of 
character which formed the staple of Romantic criticism. 

In die last thirty years of the eighteenth century the reaction against 
the neo-classical attitude to Shakespeare was in full swing.*^ He was 
generally commended for ignoring the unities, and Mrs Montagu 
and others defended liim from the strictures of Voltaire. More sig¬ 
nificant, in view of the criticism of the next century, was the new 
interest in characterization displayed by Thomas Whately (1770-85), 
who analyses and contrasts the charaaers of Richard III and Macbeth; 
by WiUiam Richardson (1774-89), who deals with many of Shake¬ 
speare's chief characters from the point of view of the ruling passion; 
and by Maurice Morgann (1774-7) in his brilliant essay on Falstaflf. 

288 



CHANGING INTERPRETATIONS OF SHAKESPEARE 
Morgaiui sought to prove tliat the fat knight was not a coward, and 
though he treats him as a rcaJ person rather than as a character in a 
play, his essay displays a subtle study of the text and contains some 
profound remarks on Shakespeare’s methods. If these three critics 
started a bad tradition in their analysis of character in isolation, the 
interest in character originated in the theatre: as early as 1735 there 
had been essays on Polonius and Hamlet, criticizing the common 
method of playing them. 

One book pubhshed in 1794 had no immediate influence; but in 
recent years Walter Winter’s Specimen of a Commentary has acquired 
some importance as the first book in which Shakespeare’s imagery 
was systematically studied. Its cliief merit is in its demonstration that 
the imagery is often connected by unconscious puns or other un¬ 
conscious hnks. Whiter was even the first to point out iterative 
imagery, and image clusters, such as the famous one of flatterers, dogs, 
and melting sweets wliich was later to be rediscovered by Kellctt and 
Spurgeon.® Apart from a few remarks by Coleridge, Dowden, and 
Bradley, and an eccentric essay by Elwin {Shakespeare Restored, 1853), 
notliing else of importance was written about Shakespeare’s imagery 
until the present day. 

The Romantic critics all had sometliing to say about Shakespeare. 
Landor has some interesting comments in Imaginary Conversations; 
Dc Quinccy has an eloquent explanation of the effectiveness of the 
knocking at the gate in Macbeth and a more pedestrian survey of 
Shakespeare’s whole achievement; Lamb, irritated by excessive praise 
of Garrick as an interpreter of Shakespeare, proclaimed that the 
tragedies could never be performed satisfactorily,’ and his accounts of 
the acting of Bensley as lago and MalvoUo are brilhant critical 
aper^us, tliough his MalvoHo was probably not Shakespeare’s; and 
Keats in his letters has a number of remarks which go far to justify his 
belief that he understood Shakespeare to his depths. 

Coleridge’s Shakespearian criticism,® apart from a brilliant chapter 
in the Biographia Literaria, exists only in the form of lecture notes and 
in the record of his table talk. His greatest contribution is his con¬ 
tinual insistence that every work of art must be judged by its own 
organic laws. If this sometimes led him to explain away Shakespeare’s 
faults or to ascribe them to another hand, it also led him to recognize 
qualities whicli earlier critics had missed. He has brilliant notes on in- 
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dividual passages and profound comments on the poetry; but he 
specializes in analysis of character, as certain eighteenth-century 
critics had done before him, and it is this side of his work wliich sets 
the tone for most nineteenth-century criticism. Indeed, Bradley's 
Shakespearean Tragedy (1904) belongs essentially to the Coleridge 
tradition. The account of Hamlet's character given by Coleridge is a 
good sketch of die critic's own, as he half realized - ‘I have a smack 
of Hamlet myself, if I may say so*. But the over-reflective intcllcctual- 
ism he diagnosed formed the basis of Bradley’s conception of the 
character. Here, and in several other places, Coleridge was romanti¬ 
cizing Shakespeare, reading into the plays his own prepossessions; 
and though he himself understood the plays as poetic dramas, liis 
method of abstracting the characters could be used by later critics 
who were without such understanding. It may also be said that he did 
not keep his admiration ‘tliis side idolatry’, and he lost sight of the 
fact that the plays were written to be performed. 

Hazlitt, the best of all dramatic critics, was less in danger of forget¬ 
ting that Shakespeare was a playwright; and in spite of the title of his 
book. Characters of Shakespeare*s Plays, he was less concerned with 
characterization than Coleridge had been. Occasionally Hazlitt allows 
liis political views to distort liis judgement, as in his remarks on Henry 
V and Coriolanus; he is often too content with a sort of rumiing com¬ 
mentary of the plays under discussion; and he owes a great deal to 
Coleridge and something to Lamb. He has many true remarks, but 
they arc the kind of remark which might be made by an ordinary 
intelligent reader. Yet, with all his faults, Hazlitt gives us a fuller and 
more satisfactory account of Shakespeare's plays than any previous 
critic; and at his best (c.g. on Macheth and Twelfth Night) he is ad¬ 
mirable.* 

Towards the end of the eighteenth century attempts had been made 
to determine tlie order of Shakespeare's plays by means of records and 
topical allusions, and by the middle of the next century tlie clironology 
had been settled with the help of verse tests. Critics both on the Con¬ 
tinent^® and in England were thus enabled to discuss Shakespeare's 
development. Dowden's Shakespeare: His Mind and Art (1875) main¬ 
tained its popularity well into the twentieth century. If its division of 
Shakespeare’s career into such periods as *In the Depths' and ‘On the 
Heights’ displayed a romantic idea of the relation of the poet to his 
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work, its description of the characteristics of the Final Period, al¬ 
though sentimental in its expression, is perhaps nearer to the truth than 
the boredom diagnosed by Lytton Strachey (1906), Another Victorian 
book wliich had a long vogue was Moulton's ‘scientific’ study of 
Shakespeare as a Dramatic Artist (1885), in wliich he attempted to build 
up a theory of drama from Shakespeare’s practice; but his formula¬ 
tions were too rigid and logical and too little concerned with poetic 
texture. It may be suspected that both in tliis book and in The Moral 
System of Shakespeare^ Moulton projected into the poet’s works his 
own moral prepossessions. Shakespeare inherited, and to some extent 
used, a beBef in the didactic function of drama; but his moral ideas 
are not really separable from the poetry, and they did not always co¬ 
incide with those of the Victorians. 

Swinburne was a prolific writer on Shakespeare, but he dealt so 
lavislily in superlatives, and his inflated style is so unpalatable today, 
that he is sometimes regarded as more of a hagiographer than a critic. 
He does at least convey to the reader a sense of excitement. The best 
Victorian criticism of Shakespeare - since Arnold fought shy of the 
subject - is to be found in Pater’s essays on Measure for Measure and 
the English liistories, and his influence can be traced in Yeats’ Ideas oj 
Good and Evil. 

Bradley’s Shakespearean Tragedy (1904) was the culmination of 
nineteenth-century criticism, and it is still an impressive book. He 
attempted to analyse each play as though he were an actor studying 
all the parts, not as a producer to whom the characters arc creations 
subordinated to a poetic conception and existing only in relation to 
that conception and to each other. He was aware that the psychological 
point of view is not the same as the tragic, but he concentrated on the 
characters and has little to say about other tilings after his opening 
chapter. He ignored the conditions and conventions of the Eliza¬ 
bethan stage and complained of ‘faults’ which were no more than 
legitimate conventions of poetic drama. He had no love for the stage 
of his own time, even though his ideal performance only required 
perfect acting and production on such a stage. He wrote of the 
characters as though they were people in real life rather than as poetic 
creations, and he tliought it necessary to explain away any inconsis¬ 
tencies in them. In spite of these limitations, and in spite of attempts 
by later critics to stress the self-deception of Othello, the ‘immaturity* 
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of Hamlet, the evil of Macbeth, the corruption of FalstafF, and the 
jealousy of lago,'' Braclley*s conception of the characters is still an 
orthodoxy to be questioned. His book is a great monument to the 
closet Shakespeare. 

Bridges, looking at the plays by the light of Bradley (The Influence 
of the Audience on Shakespeare's Dramas, 1906), protested that Shake¬ 
speare’s characters were not consistent, and that under the bad in¬ 
fluence of the groundlings the poet continually sacrificed psychologi¬ 
cal truth to theatrical situations - Macbeth and Othello, for example, 
were too sensitive to be murderers. About the same time Stoll began 
his long series of books wliicli were designed to prove that Shake¬ 
speare deliberately cliose to have the maximum contrast between tlie 
hero and his actions, that the inconsistency of the characters, obvious 
in the study, would not be noticed in performance, and that poetic 
drama dispenses with psychological truth. Stoll’s books, of which the 
best is Art and Artifice in Shakespeare have the merit of showing 

that the poetic dramatist is unrealistic in his methods, and of calling 
our attention to the function of conventions. Schiicking analyses 
Shakespeare’s technique from a similar point of view (Character 
Problems in Shakespeare's Plays, 1919), and stresses the primitive ele¬ 
ments in the plays, as when villains proclaim their villainy. But many 
of liis examples of primitive teclinique can be explained in other ways, 
and he seems not to realize that primitive teclmiqucs can be used by a 
great poet in a sophisticated way. Muriel Bradbrook (Elizabethan 
Sta^e Conditions; Themes and Conventions of Elizabethan Tragedy) 
brings out the creative use of conventions by the great Elizabethans; 
and S. L. Bethell (Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic Tradition, 1944), 
covering some of the same ground, defends Shakespeare’s conven¬ 
tions and anaclironisms and argues that his audience possessed ‘multi¬ 
consciousness’, enabling them to react to a scene in several different 
ways at the same time.^^ He exaggerates, perhaps, the critical detach¬ 
ment of an audience. J, I. M. Stewart (Character and Motive in Shake¬ 
speare, 1949) has recently argued that the apparent inconsistencies in 
Shakespeare’s charaaers are a means of making them convincing, 
and that apparently primitive conventions may be reanimated by a 
great artist so as to reflect reality.^* 

These books show the impaa of increasing knowledge of the 
theatre of Shakespeare and his contemporaries. The resemblances be- 
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tween the early plays of Shakespeare and those of the University wits 
had led to the disintegration of tlie canon by J. M. Robertson, and the 
handing-over to other dramatists of those scenes and plays the critic 
disliked; and later on it led to its reintegration at the able hands of Sir 
Edmund Chambers and Lascelles Abercrombie.^* The first two acts of 
Pericles and parts of Timon of Athens and Henry VllI are still under 
suspicion, but theories of collaboration in the early comedies ex¬ 
pressed by the New Cambridge editors have already made some of 
their volumes seem out of date. The labours of the BibUographical 
School, with its rehabilitation of the ‘good quartos*, and its proof that 
Henry VI Parts II and III exist as ‘bad quartos*,put a stop to disin¬ 
tegration, though there are now signs of its revival. 

As early as 1901 Thorndike had written on The Influence of Beau¬ 
mont and Fletcher on the plays of Shakespeare’s last period, though the 
influence was at least reciprocal, and may have been the otlicr way 
round. W. W. Lawrence examined Shakespeare*s Problem Comedies 
(1931) in the hght of Elizabethan preconceptions. Willard Famham 
stressed The Medieval Heritage of Elizabethan Tragedy (1936). O. J. 
Campbell examined the relation of Shakespeare*s Satire (1943) to con¬ 
temporary trends. Scliiicking and others have written of Hamlet in 
connexion with the revenge plays of Kyd and Marston. TiUyard in 
The Elizabethan World Picture (1943), Hardin Craig in The Enchanted 
Glass (1935), and Theodore Spencer in Shakespeare and the Nature of 
Man (1942) have examined the poet’s ideological heritage; and 
Tdlyard, again, in Shakespeare*s History Plays (1944), has discussed the 
Elizabethan idea ofliistory and Shakespeare’s use of it. G. B. Harrison 
{Shakespeare at Work and An Elizabethan Journal) has shown tlie re¬ 
flexion of contemporary events in Shakespeare’s plays. Lily B. 
Campbell {Shakespeare*s Tragic Heroes, 1930) and Ruth L. Anderson 
{Elizabethan Psychology and Shakespeare, 1927) showed tliat con¬ 
temporary theories of psychology could throw hght on the plays, 
though we may suspect that Shakespeare’s intuitive understanding of 
man was more use to him than his reading of Timothy Bright’s 
Treatise of Melancholy. W. C. Curry fruitfully appHed scholastic 
theories of demonology to Macbeth {Shakespeare*s Philosophical Pat^ 
terns, 1937). Noble provided the best accounts of Shakespeare*s Use of 
Song (1923) and of his Knowledge of the Bible (1935); Fripp discussed 
his use of Ovid and G. C. Taylor his use of Florio’s translation of 
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Montaigne; Sister Miriam Joseph gave a comprehensive study of his 
use of rhetoric [Shakespeare s Use of the Arts of Language^ 194 ?) I 
T. W. Baldwin has examined very learnedly the poet's education 

(1943-7). 

Some of these books - and many more might have been mentioned 
- are too recent to have had much effect on criticism; but their impact 
has already been considerable. It is no longer possible to consider 
Shakespeare’s plays in a cultural void, insulated from the thought and 
activity of his contemporaries. Critics have become conscious of the 
Elizabethan Shakespeare, and some of them have been tempted to 
suppose that he was so circumscribed by liis age that the only legiti¬ 
mate meaning of his works is the one they held for his contemporaries. 
Obviously the contemporary meaning cannot be ignored. Eliza¬ 
bethan views of ghosts and witches, of order, of psychology, and 
Elizabethan stage conventions formed die framework within wliich 
Shakespeare worked. Wc cannot understand Shakespeare without 
rcaditig Marlowe and Spenser, and without knowing a good deal 
about the social, cultural, and political background. But, on the other 
hand, it would be rash to equate Shakespeare’s views with those of liis 
contemporaries, partly because it was not an age of absolute uni¬ 
formity, and partly because the great poet never belongs entirely to 
liis own age. One has only to think of the religious views of Ralegh, 
Hooker, and Constable, of the varying opinions held about ghosts 
and witches, and of the confused state of psychological theory, to 
realize that even if one hesitates to credit Shakespeare with originality, 
he had, to say the least, a wide range of choice. Although Hamlet is a 
revenge play, it differs from those of Kyd and Marston - indeed, The 
Malcontent differs from Antonws Revenge - and the differences arc 
more important than the resemblances. The Romances have some 
connexion with the tragi-comedies of Beaumont and Fletcher, but 
they cannot really be understood in such terms. Many Elizabethan 
and Jacobean dramatists sacrificed character to situation; but though 
Shakespeare began with a situation he took considerable pains to 
create the characters who would make the situation credible. This is 
not always true of the comedies, but it is true of all the great tragedies. 
Shakespeare’s power of transforming a convention can be seen in the 
Sonnets. Behind them arc Petrarch and the Pl^iade as well as Sidney 
and Daniel, but whether the story of the sonnets is faa or fiction one 
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never gets the impression that Shakespeare wrote them as literary 
exercises.^® 

It is, of course, impossible to divorce scholarsliip and criticism - 
even if they sometimes take out a separation order - and many of the 
books mentioned in the previous paragraph themselves contain critic¬ 
ism. Sir Sidney Lee unwisely ventured on criticism in his biography, 
and Sir Edmund Chambers, who has compiled nearly all the known 
facts*’ about the Elizabethan Stage(i92i) and about Shakespeare(1930), 
is also the author of a critical survey. Dover Wilson, one of the editors 
of the New Cambridge Shakespeare, has discussed What Happens 
in Hamlet^ The Fortunes of Falstaff, and The Essential Shakespeare, and 
liis introductions to tlie tragedies and liistories contain criticism as well 
as factual information and bibhographic;il theory. Dover Wilson re¬ 
mains a disciple of Bradley; but both he and H. B. Charlton [Shake-- 
spearean Comedy, 1937; Shakespearean Tragedy, 1948) have modified 
the Bradley attitude by the study of sources and background. Jolin 
Palmer, conceniing himself entirely with the Political Characters and 
the Comic Characters of Shakespeare (1945-6), has shown how a fresh 
and unpcdantic mind can find something new and true to say. His 
discussion of tlie characters in the Roman plays is more revealing than 
that in M. W, MacCallum*s book (1910). Three other books on 
Shakespeare’s comedies - by George Gordon (1944), Thomas Marc 
Parrott (1949), and S. C. Sen Gupta (1950) - still leave plenty of room 
for a less elementary book on the subject. 

Scholarship has affected the criticism of the past thirty years. On 
the whole, critics have come to put more stress on Shakespeare the 
conscious artist, and we hear much less of the uneducated genius. His 
reading has been shown to be wider than was formerly suspected, 
though we need not accept Miss Edith Sitwell’s argument that he had 
read Pausanias in the original (A Notebook on William Shakespeare), 
What is extraordinary, as Hardin Craig has shown, is the masterly 
case with which Shakespeare utilizes what knowledge he has. The 
man depicted by Baldwin (Shakespeare*s Five Act Structure) learning 
his craft by the study of Latin commentaries on Terence, or the man 
who pursued an allusion from one of Horace’s epistles to another*® 
was not tlie barbarian of genius depicted by some earlier critics. If one 
compares Raleigh's volume (1907), still an admirable introduction, 
with Alexander's Shakespeare's Life and Art (1939) one can feel the 


295 



PART THREE 

difference of attitude.^* One may also contrast Frank Harris* Shake¬ 
speare the Man (1909) with Wyndham Lewis* The Lion and the Fox; 
both depict a suffering Shakespeare, but that of the latter is much more 
intelligent. Or. if one prefers an ‘impersonal’ Shakespeare, one may 
compare the single-minded business-man depicted by Lee with the 
single-minded artist presented by G. L. Kittredge(i9i6), Sisson (1934), 
R. W. Chambers (1937), and, at least by impheation, in Eliot’s essays. 
Even Middleton Murry, who has produced the best ‘romantic’ 
Shakespeare of our generation, has also been conscious of Shakespeare 
the artist both in Shakespeare {ig^S) ‘^nd in Countries of the Mind (1931). 

Harley Granvillc-Barkcr combined experience as a producer with 
the knowledge of a playwright. He tried in his Prefaces (i927-47) 
to find a way of presenting Shakespeare on the stage so as to retain 
the spirit of Elizabethan conventions, though using lighting and 
scenery, and so as to make use of the subtlest interpretations of the 
critia. Although he has some fme remarks on the speaking of the 
verse, and although he realized the effectiveness of the storm in King 
Leary he sometimes seems to be out of sympathy with rhetorical 
verse. He leans rather heavily on Bradley’s interpretations, but liis 
hints on the playing of the parts and liis understanding of several as¬ 
pects of Shakespeare’s stagecraft arc invaluable. 

The function of imagery in Shakespeare’s plays has been studied by 
a number of modem critics. Caroline Spurgeon’s Shakespeare*s 
Imagery and What it Tells Us (1935) was the first of several projected 
volumes; in it she gave the results of her systematic tabulation of aU 
Shakespeare’s images, from which she deduced (not always wisely) 
the characteristics of the poet’s mind and personahty, and also, from 
die repetition of images drawn from one field, the theme of each play. 
Although the value of the classification of images by subject-matter 
has been questioned,it seems widi Shakespeare and Webster to lead 
to some interesting results. But Miss Spurgeon’s concern with quantity 
rather than quahty was dubiously scientific, and the imagery she 
analysed can often be interpreted in more than one way. The study of 
imagery, therefore, docs not dispense widi the need for criticism; and 
it should never be considered in isolation. F. C. Kolbc (Shakespeare*s 
Wajy 1930) seeks to arrive at the meaning of the plays by counting the 
frequency of key-words ~ a mechanical method which is not often 
fruitful. Edward A. Armstrong (Shakespeare*s Imagination^ 1946) has 
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revealed a number of image-clusters, repeated from play to play and 
all connected with birds, which throw light on the working of 
Shakespeare's mind. Wolfgang Clemen {Shakespeares Bilder, 1936) 
has written a valuable account of the dramatic function of Shake¬ 
speare's imagery, less ‘scientific' but more critical than Miss Spur¬ 
geon's. R. B. Heilman has written a fuU-lcngth study of the imagery 
of King Lear in relation to its structure ( This Great Stage, 1948); and 
he is particularly successful in his analysis of tlic paradoxes in the play. 
Roy Walker relies pardy on imagery in his studies of Hamlet and 
Macbeth (The Time is out of Joint, 1948; The Time is Free, 1949); and 
diere have been numerous essays on the imagery of other plays.*^ 

Another method of studying Shakespeare’s poetry derives from 
Robert Graves' analysis of a single sonnet in his Survey of Modernist 
Poetry. The method was adopted by William Empson in Seven Types 
of Ambiguity and in his later essays on Othello and King Lear. Empson 
is sometimes the victim of his own ingenuity, as when he declares 
diat Othello is a critique on an unconscious pun. and he sometimes 
seems to create the ambiguities he analyses; but he has performed a 
notable service in convincing his readers of the extraordinary com¬ 
plexity of Shakespeare's mature style. The confident paraphrases of 
past editors in seizing on one meaning have missed the full significance. 
The Empson method has been used effectively by later critics who have 
analysed key passages in their interpretations of a play as a whole. 

Wilson Knight’s first important book, The Wheel of Fire, was 
also published in 1930; and it was followed by The Imperial Theme 
(1931), The Shakespearean Tempest (1932), and The Croum of Life 
(1947). He is concerned primarily with the analysis of poetic sym- 
bohsm, the interpretation of the plays in relation to each other and 
what he calls the Shakespearian progress, and the subordination of 
character to the poetic meaning of the play. He is more concerned 
with the pattern of each play than with the chronological sequence of 
events. He considers the themes spatially rather than temporally; he 
deals, for example, with the opposition of life and death forces in 
Macbeth, such things as sleep and feasting on the one hand, and the 
more commonly recognized manifestations of evil on the other. Yet 
Knight defined his aims in 1928 as *the application to Shakespeare's 
work in general of the methods already applied by Bradley to certain 
outstanding plays*. As a matter of fact, twdve of Knight’s essays deal 
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with plays already discussed by Bradley; and though he also deals 
with the Roman plays, the problem comedies, Timon of Athens^ and 
the romances, his methods bear litde resemblance to Bradley's. Stoll 
and others have complained that Knight’s interpretations are alien to 
the Elizabethan spirit; but although tliis may be so, Elizabethan critic¬ 
ism was much less mature than its poetry, and we cannot circumscribe 
the interpretation of great art by the understanding of the age in 
which it was produced. Knight has widened our understanding of 
tlie plays, even though it must be admitted that his work is uneven, 
and that every reader will have many points of disagreement, for ex¬ 
ample with liis criticism of Isabella,** or the high opinion he has of 
Henry VIII. In general, it may be felt tliat Knight’s judgement is 
hable to be disturbed by patriotism and by Nietzschean views of evil. 

Knight’s work has had a considerable influence on his successors. 
L. C. Knights* How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth? though 

it is in some ways more satisfactory than Knight’s two essays on tlie 
play, owes a large debt to them. So also do Roy Walker’s two books 
and Heilman’s, and John F. Dauby’s stimulating study of King Lear^ 
Shakespeare*s Doctrine of Nature (1949). 

T. S. Eliot has written little about Shakespeare, though his critical 
metliods and example have proved a source of inspiration to others.** 
The numerous essays on Shakespeare which have appeared in 
Scrutiny by James Smith, J. C. Maxwell, L. C. Knights, D. A. 
Traveni, and F. R. Leavis, owing something to Eliot, to Empson, and 
to Knight, together form a substantial body of criticism, starting 
always from the text and working outwards to an interpretation of 
the whole play. Traversi’s Approach to Shakespeare is an interesting 
forerunner of two more ambitious books on the Histories and on tlie 
plays of the last period, which were both disappointing. 

Tliis survey of Shakespearian criticism has had to be confined 
mainly to that written in EngUsh; but this limitation is less serious 
than it appears, for although there has been much valuable Shake¬ 
spearian scholarsliip in Germany, there has been comparatively little 
good criticism; and in France interpretation was hindered for a long 
time by neo-classical prejudice and romantic excitement. In recent 
years, however, there have been a number of first-rate French studies,** 
and Fluch^re's Shakespeare: Dramaturge ElisaUthain (1948) is in some 
ways the best introduction to modem criticism. 
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Although nearly half this chapter has been devoted to the criticism 
of the last fifty years, it would be wrong to assume that modem 
criticism supersedes that of early periods.** Knight adds something to 
Bradley, but Bradley has still to be read; Bradley is based on Coler¬ 
idge and Hazhtt; but we get sometliing from Coleridge not to be 
found in Bradley; after Romantic excesses we can return to Johnson 
and Dry den with renewed pleasure; and there are times when we may 
be tempted to think that Ben Jonson’s elegy is the best thing that has 
ever been written about Shakespeare. But the older critics arc known 
and widely disseminated in popular editions; and it seemed most 
profitable to provide a rough guide to the moderns.*® 

In two respects, indeed, the modems have an advantage. They base 
their work on a more elaborate knowledge of Elizabethan drama and 
its background, and they unconsciously find in Shakespeare what the 
present age requires. In spite of the obvious danger of finding what is 
not there, tliis can be a legitimate activity. 

We have traced briefly the liistory of Shakespeare in the theatre, 
and the parallel history of Shakespeare in the study. It is significant 
that the age which was most critical of his ‘faults’ (1660-1800) was 
the one when most Uberties were taken with the staging of his plays. 
The romantic critics and their eighteenth-century forerunners, by 
their insistence that Shakespeare must be judged by liis own laws, 
prepared the way for less distorted stage versions of his plays; and the 
increasing knowledge of Elizabethan conventions in tlie nineteenth 
century led naturally to a partial return to Elizabetlian methods of 
staging. Now actors and producers study the critics, and there is less 
divorce between the reader’s Shakespeare and the player’s Shake¬ 
speare than at any time since the seventeenth century. 

The same progression may be studied in the history of the texts. 
Early editors - not excluding the original editors of the First Folio - 
‘sopliisticated’ and improved Shakespeare when they felt it to be neces¬ 
sary. Pope, an extreme example, banished the Porter scene from the 
text of Macbeth, But even the Cambridge edition of Clark and Wright 
(1865) - still the basis of conservative texts - emends unnecessarily and 
corrects Shakespeare’s grammar. In the present century, the rehabili¬ 
tation of the ‘good quartos’ in relation to the Folio, and of tlie Folio in 
relation to later editions, has led to considerable restoration of original 
readings; and we may be confident that the New Cambridge and 
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New Arden editions arc giving us more nearly what Shakespeare 
actually wrote than any previous ones. The cumulative effect of such 
changes is considerable; and though it cannot be said that they will 
lead to major changes of interpretation, they arc already modifying 
details. Above all, the understanding of Elizabethan punctuation^’ 
may be expected to alter our attitude to the complexity of Shakc- 
speare^s poetical method. 

Critics have been hampered by ignorance of many things necessary 
to a full understanding of tlic plays; and even now tlicrc arc wide 
gaps in our knowledge. In spite of the enormous industry of the past 
century and the proliferation of research in tlie present century, there 
are many tilings that need to be done before scholarship can be said 
to have prepared the ground for criticism. We need, for example, 
modem editions of most of Shakespeare’s contemporaries and ade¬ 
quate books about them; we need a good book on Shakespeare’s 
treatment of his sources; and, indeed, it may be said that the list of 
desiderata given by Isaacs in The Companion to Shakespeare Studies 
(p. 323) seventeen years ago still remains as a programme for research. 


NOTES 

1. The early criticisms of Shakespeare arc given by E, K. Chamben ia 
William Shakespeare, ii. Selections from bter criticism will be found in volumea 
in the World’s Classics edited by D. Nichol Smith and Anne Bradby. 

2. See Beaumont and Fletcher on the Restoration Stage (1926), by A. C. Sprague, 
and The Commonwealth and Restoration Stage (1928), by Leslie Hotson. 

3. See Shakespeare in the Eighteenth Century (1928) and Eighteenth-century 
Essays on Shakespeare (1903), by D. Nichol Smith. 

4. See ‘The Uncomic Pun’, by Kenneth Muir, in The Cambridge Journal (May 
1950). 

5. Sec The Genesis of Shakespeare Idolatry (1931), by R. W. Babcock. 

6. Sec Suggestions (1923), by E. E. Kcllett, Chap. IV. 

7. Tate’s adapution of King Lear still held the stage. 

8 . T. M. Raysor’s edition (1930) is invaluable. 

9. Keats’ marginalia in his copy of Hazlitt’s book contain some of his best 
critical comments on Shakespeare. 

10. Schlegel’s lectures (thought by some to have influenced Coleridge), an 
overrated page in Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister, and some remarks in Goethe’s 
Conversations with Eckermann are all that need concern us in early German 
criticism, though Gervinus had some reputation in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. Brandes wu a sort of continental Dowden, who linked the develop- 
meat of Shakespeare as an artist with the events of his life. 
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II. T. S. Eliot and F. R. l>avi$ have written on Othello, L. C. Knighti on 
prince Hamlet and Macbeth, Dover Wilson on Falstafif, Kittredge, Draper, 
and Muir on the jealousy of lago. 

la. See also Bcthell’s book on The Winter*s Tate (1947). 

13. Stewart makes considerable use of modem theories of psychology. The 
best contributions of psycho-analysis to Shakespeare criticism are Hamlet and 
Oedipus, by Ernest Jones, and Dark Legend, by Frederic Wertham. Perhaps the 
most absurd, on King Lear, is to be found in Collected Papers in Psycho-analysis 
(1950), by Ella F. Sharpe. 

14. See A Plea for the Liberty of Interpreting. 

15. See Shakespeare*s Henry VI and Richard III (1929), by Peter Alexander. 

16. See Explorations (1946), by L. C. Knights, 40 ff. 

17. Leslie Hotson has added several new facts in Shakespeare Versus Shallow 
and I, William Shakespeare. 

18. See K. Muir’s article in The Review of English Studies, 1951, 11-21. 

19. Compare also Masefield’s book (1911) with Van Doren’s (1939). 
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L, C. KNIGHTS 

Fully to enjoy what Ben Jonson has to offer we need, in the first 
place, to understand an individual tone and accent that can only be 
defined in terms of the union of opposites. The manner is remarkably 
individual, yet informed with a strong sense of tradition: its appeal is 
to a common wisdom. A marked classical bent is combined with an 
Englishness that can digest erudition. A mode of expression that is 
grave, weighty, and sententious moves easily into high-spirited buoy¬ 
ancy. The voice of an insistent moralist is also that of a successful popu¬ 
lar entertainer and the autlior of some of the best farces in the language. 

It is unfortunate that in his critical writings Jonson has given a clue 
to only one side of himself; for between his own time and ours (when 
there has been something like a Jonson revival) the plays have been 
largely seen, not directly, but through what he himself said about the 
art of writing and the function of drama. Read the Discouerks,'^ to¬ 
gether with the various Prologues and critical matter interspersed in 
the plays, and you are aware of a mind trained on the Classics, scorn¬ 
ful of the sprawling productions of the London stage (and, it must be 
added, out of sympadiy with plays that followed a different kind of 
dramatic logic from his own), and prepared to claim for his own 
comedies not only superiority but a place quite apart from the sort of 
thing that audiences were accustomed to applaud. The explicit appeal 
is always to ‘scholars that can Judge*, not to the ‘nut-crackers that 
only come for sight*. And the scholars, it is assumed, will applaud the 
author, not only for observing the unities ‘of time, place, persons*, 
but for strictly pursuing a didactic aim: 

1 would fain hear one of these autunm-judgements define 
once. Quid sit comoedia? if he cannot, let him content himself 
with Cicero’s definition - till he have strength to propose to 
himself a better - who would have a comedy to be imitatio 
vitae, speculum consuetudinis, imago veritatis;* a thing through¬ 
out pleasant, and ridiculous, and accommodated to the cor¬ 
rection of manners. (Every Man Out Of His Humour, m. L) 

* ‘the imiudon of life, the mirror of maimers, the image of truth;* 
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*Thc office of a comic poet*, he says, again appealing to the Ancients, 
is ‘to imitate justice and instruct to hfc, as well as purity of language, 
or stir up gentle affections* (Dedication o^VoJpotie, ‘To tlie most noble 
and most equal sisters, the two famous Universities’). As for the 
‘purity of language*, which Jonson stresses together with ‘doctrine* 
(so that solecisms and racked metaphors, in the Dedication just quoted, 
are dismissed in the same scornful sentence as brothclry and blas¬ 
phemy), that too is tlie reward of following tlic classical precepts 
concerning Art, Imitation, and Exercise. 

To this perfection of Nature in our Poet, we require Exer¬ 
cise of those parts, and frequent. If his wit will not arrive sud¬ 
denly at the dignity of the Ancients, let liiin not yet fall out 
with it or be over hastily angry: offer to turn it away from 
study, in a humour; but come to it again on better cogitation; 
try another time with labour. If then it succeed not, cast not 
away the quills yet: nor scratch the wainscot, beat not the poor 
desk, but bring all to the forge and file, again; turn it anew. 
There is no Statute Law of the Kingdom bids you be a Poet 
against your will; or the first Quarter. If it come in a year or 
two, it is well. The common Rhymers pour forth verses, such 
as they are, cx tempore, but there never comes from them one 
sense worth the life of a day. A lUiymer, and a Poet, are two 
things. It is said of the incomparable Virgil that he brought 
forth his verses like a bear, and after fonned them with licking. 

{Discoveries, 130.) 

Now, it is certainly true that Jonson was a very learned man, that 
his plays were nourished by his familiarity with the Latin authors, and 
that he believed passionately in the moral function of the poet. It may 
also be assumed tliat when a creative writer theorizes in language as 
vigorous and telling as Jonson*s, tlie critical theory is a rationalization 
of something intrinsic and fundamental to his art. Jonson*s classical 
bent, his concern for the unities, and so on, is an expression of his own 
vigorous and simplifying vision of life, of his feeling that saying 
something effectively is largely a matter of not saying too much. His 
didactic insistence is neither the sermonizing of a pedant nor the 
camouflage of a popular writer conscious of Puritan hostility to the 
stage; it exprcss::s his sense of comedy as essentially a serious art. 
Jonson, in short, appealed to the Ancients not only because he felt for 
them the respect of any classically trained mind - a discriminating 
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respect, it must be added* - but because they conferred authority on 
deeply congenial modes. 

Yet that is only half the story. The best of Jonson s plays arc living 
drama because the learning and ‘classical* elements are assimilated by 
a sensibility in direct contact with its own age. The judgement, the 
operative standards, are those of a man who has read and thought, but 
the material, however transmuted, is supplied by direct observation. 
‘I beUeve*, said Coleridge, ‘there is not one wliim or affectation in 
common life noted in any memoir of that age which may not be 
found drawn and framed in some comer or other of Ben Jonson’s 
dramas.’® And not only whims and affectations: the tricks of shysters 
and crooks, mountebanks, lawyers, news-vendors, and monopoly- 
hunters arc transferred to tlie stage with ail the relish of one who sees 
for himself what is under liis nose. Jonson’s major themes, as we shall 
see, were taken from those that were of fundamental importance for 
his age. All we arc concerned with here is liis feeling for the surface of 
contemporary life, operative not only in the crowded canvas of 
Bartholotncw Fair but in the smallest details. ‘’Slight, I bring you’, says 
Face of tlie lawyer’s clerk: 

No cheating Clim o‘ the Cloughs, or Claribels, 

That look as big as fivc-and-fifty, and flush;* 

And spit out secrets like hot custard - 
Nor any melancholic under-scribe, 

Shall tell the Vicar; but a special gentle. 

That is the heir to forty marks a year. 

Consorts with the small poets of the time, 

Is the sole hope of his old grandmother; 

That knows the law, and writes you six fair hands.... 

{The Alchemist, i) 

Tlie special quality of texture of a portrait such as this derives from 
the artist’s easy familiarity with popular ballad literature, popular 
sports and pastimes, and popular manners. Not only is Dapper ob^ 
served, he is inseparable from the context of common Enghsh hfe that 
frames him. It was a sure instinct that led Jonson, in revising Every 

* Clim o’ the Clough, the hero of a popular ballad; Claribcl, perhaps from 
The Faerie Queene, rv. ix. The second line refers to the strongest possible hand 
in the game of Primero. 
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Man In His Humour, to transfer his scene from Florence to London and 
to make the characters unmistakably English.^ English, too, we may 
feel, is the spontaneous comic verve that breaks through and blends 
with ‘the correction of manners*, that is indeed, in the best plays, in¬ 
separable from the serious purpose that it serves. Jonson is not only a 
master of quick-moving intrigue, he is a master of farce. And what 
this means is that his comedy has tlie impact of sometliing directly 
presented to the senses. There is, as he was proud to proclaim, no 
mere clowning (‘no eggs are broken, Nor quaking custards with 
fierce teeth affrighted*), but the comic vision is embodied in forms 
that, for all their exaggeration and distortion, are substantially there. 
And they are there, in the first place, because ofJonson*s grasp of the 
comic potentialities latent in everyday speech, of the gaucheries, 
stupidities, and delusions that betray themselves in an ineptitude of 
tone, and that readily lend themselves to a comic heightening:** 

MATTHEW. Why, I pray you, sir, make use of my study, it's at 
your service. 

STEPHEN. I thank you, sir, I shall be bold, I warrant you; 
have you a stool there to be melancholy upon? 

{Euery Man In His Humour, ra. i.) 

ANANIAS. They are profane. 

Lewd, superstitious, and idolatrous breeches... 

Thou look’st like antichrist, in that lewd hat. 

{The Akhetnist, iv. iv.) 

Jonson*s views on style bear much the same relation to his actual use 
of English as a dramatic medium as do his views on the nature and 
function of drama to his actual achievement in his best plays: they 
emphasize an element that is organic to his art, but one that draws its 
life from a conjunction with other elements about which he did not 
find it necessary to theorize. His expressed predilections were for 
what are commonly called the classical virtues. ‘The chief virtue of a 
style*, he says, following Quintilian, ‘is perspicuity, and nothing so 
vicious in it as to need an interpreter.* And he demands not only the 
clear but the pregnant phrase. ‘A strict and succinct style is that where 
you can take away nothing without loss, and that loss to be manifest* 
(Disaoveries, 119). Now, clarity and directness are certainly features of 
his verse, which has nothing of the Shakespearian complexity and 
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subtlety ('metaphors far fetched', he said, ‘hinder to be understood'); 
and in some of his best passages the unambiguous weighty style is a 
perfea expression of the moral seriousness behind it: 

There be two. 

Know more than honest counsels; whose close breasts 
Were they ripped up to light, it would be found 
A poor and idle sin, to which their trunks 
Had not been made fit organs. These can lie. 

Flatter, and swear, forswear, deprave, inform. 

Smile, and betray; make guilty men; then beg 
The forfeit lives to get their livings; cut 
Men’s throats with whisperings. ... 

(Sejanus, i. i.) 

Yet the phrases we have used so far, wliich apply well enough to the 
extract just quoted, do not even liint at the superb liveliness of a 
passage - at least equally charaaeristic - such as tlie following: 

I fear I shall begin to grow in love 

With my dear self, and my most prosperous parts. 

They do so spring and burgeon; I can feel 
A whimsy in my blood: I know not how. 

Success hath made me wanton. I could skip 
Out of my skin now, like a subtle snake, 

I am so limber. O! your parasite 

Is a most precious tiling, dropt from above, 

Not bred ’mongst clods and clodpoles, here on earth. 

I muse, the mystery was not made a science. 

It is so liberally profest! Almost 

All the wise world is little else, in nature. 

But parasites or sub-parasites. And yet 
I mean not those that have your bare town-art. 

To know who’s fit to feed them; have no house. 

No family, no care, and therefore mould 
Talcs for men’s cars, to bait that sense;... 

... nor those. 

With their court dog-tricks, that can fawn and fleer. 

Make their revenue out of legs and faces. 

Echo my lord, and lick away a moth: 

But your fmc elegant rascal, that can rise 
And stoop, almost together, like an arrow; 

Shoot through the air as nimbly as a star; 
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Turn short as doth a swallow; and be here 
And dierc, and here, and yonder, all at once; 

Present to any humour, all occasion; 

And change a visor swifter than a thought 1 
This is the creature had the art born with him; 

Toils not to learn it, but doth practise it 
Out of most excellent nature: and such sparks 
Arc the true parasites, others but their zanis. 

{Volpone, m. i.) 

Tlic rhythmical animation, the colloquial language, the emphatic yet 
unforced alliteration, produce an impression of easy vigour in which, 
by purely linguistic means, the Parasite mimes (one might say dances) 
tlie role he describes. And tlic miming simultaneously ‘places’ what it 
so vividly communicates - places it in a language of colloquial con¬ 
tempt that owes nodiing to classical precept or example but every¬ 
thing, surely, to popular habits of speech. Consider, for example, the 
effect of those ‘court dog-tricks’, or die grotesque transformation 
acliievcd as the obsequious movement of an arm become the momen¬ 
tary flicker of a tongue (‘lick away a moth’), or the witty compression 
by wliich the parasite’s progress - rising by stooping - is defined. 
This belongs to die same side ofjonson’s genius as the opening quar¬ 
rel scene in Th Alchemist. What Coleridge called Jonson’s ‘sterling 
English diedon’ - with all the attitudes and habits of observation that 
this implies - is die basis of his poetry. Somednics, as in the two Odes 
to himself, it blends easily with the idiom of one who can speak with¬ 
out affectation of warming himself by Pindar’s fire; more often it 
assimilates to itself and transmutes matter derived from the Classics, 
so that lines from Catullus or Horace appear re-created in a poetry 
that is wholly English and contemporary.® Jonson, in short, is neither 
die classicist whose learning puts a barrier between himself and the 
experience of his age, nor die purely native product in whom a cer¬ 
tain provinciality is die price of forthright vigour; he is a man who, 
having seen and learnt from other civilizations, is thorouglily at home 
in his own dmc and place. The result of tliis blend is an uncommon 
poise and strength. 

* it * 

With the possible exception of Every Man In His Humour^ Jonson's 
earliest surviving plays may be left to the student of Elizabethan 
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drama. The persistent reader of Every Man Out Oj His Humour, 
Cynthia s Revels^ and The Poetaster will from time to time find his re¬ 
ward-such, for example, as the noble lines in which Crites tells how: 

these vain joys, in which their wills consume 
Such powers of wit and soul as are of force 
To raise their beings to eternity, 

May be converted on works fitting men. 

And, for the practice of a forced look. 

An antic gesture, or a fustian phrase, 

Study the native frame of a true heart, 

And inward comeliness of bounty, knowledge. 

And spirit that may conform them actually 
To God’s high figures, which they have in power;* 
{Cynthia*s Revels, v. ii.j 

ot the description of Virgil’s poetry: 

so ramm’d with life 

It can but gather strength of hfe with being 

{The Poetaster, v. i.) 

but they arc not plays that one looks forward with any reUsh to 
re-reading.’ 

Every Man In His Humour, in its revised form, has sufficient vigour 
to carry one’s interest forward, but in the other plays named the 
cxliibition of tedious folhes becomes itself tedious. Opportunity is 
found for the different ‘humours’ to exhibit themselves or, derisively, 
each other; but the dismissal is too easy to engage much interest, and 
at times one feels that the whole display is simply part of what Hcr- 
ford and Simpson call Jonson’s ‘stupendous glorification of himself’. 
Such success as they have is largely a success of isolated satirical 
passages: 

Here stalks me by a proud and spangled sir. 

That looks three handfuls higher than his foretop; 

Savours himself alone.... 

{Cynthia's Revels, m. iv.) 

but the author’s pervasive scorn for bad writers and nincompoops is 

* I.c. in potentiality, which must be actualized in true being, 
t Tempting as it is, it docs not seem possible to assume that the Virgil of 
this play was intended to represent Shakespeare. See Herford and Simpson, 
I- 432-7. and DC. 534 ~ 5 « 
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no substitute for that ‘unity of inspiration, radiating into plot and 
characters alike* (T. S. Eliot) that sustains the greater plays. 

It is in Sejanus (1603), written for Shakespeare’s company in their 
public theatre, that Jonson finds a major unifying theme, and erdists 
his powers in the cause of profoundly serious standards. The theme is 
pre-eminently the Jonsonian theme and, with variations, is to form 
the staple of liis greater plays. It is, quite simply, inordinate desire - 
for power, for money, or for the enjoyment of the senses. ‘Expect 
things greater tlian thy largest hopes to overtake thee* - the words 
that Sejanus addresses to the corrupt physician Eudernus might also 
be addressed to Sejanus himself, to the suitors in Volpone, to Sir 
Epicure Mammon in The Alchemist, or to FitzDottrel in The Devil is 
an Ass, They express what it is that links together all the main figures 
in the Jonson giillcry. 

If we ask how it was that Jonson’s genius found release in tliis way, 
the answer is, I think, ready to hand. The issues with which he chose 
to deal were among the most deeply ingrained preoccupations of his 
age. It is important, even in a short space, not to over-simplify. The 
great redirection of human energies known as the Renaissance is no 
longer seen, as it was half a century ago, simply as a movement of 
hberation, a necessary and glorious stage in the great march of Pro¬ 
gress. When we tliink of the sixteenth century we think not only of 
‘the Development of the Individual*, ‘the Revival of Antiquity’, ‘the 
Discovery of the World and of Man*,^ but of the thrust of capitalist 
enterprise, the rise of economic individualism, the development of an 
a-moral ‘realism* in political thought and action. We arc aware, 
above all, of a great reorientation of attitude that prepared the way 
not only for the scientific achievements of the seventeenth century 
and the rationalism of the Enlightenment, but for the matcriahsm of 
industrial civihzation, the spiritual bcwildcnncnt of the nineteenth 
century, and the urgent anxieties of our own time. Now that we no 
longer believe in an almost automatic Progress of Humanity, we arc 
perhaps in danger of reading back into the Renaissance, as a whole, a 
sinister significance that belongs in reahty only to some of its multi¬ 
farious aspects. The rcaHty, of course, was complex and demands a 
complex assessment. But even when we recognize the great achicvc- 

The titles of the second, third, and fourth parts of Jacob Burckhardt’s 
great work, The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy^ first published in i86a 
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mcnts of the age, we have to recognize also that it was (as most ages 
are) double-faced. The positive side lay in the more unfettered de¬ 
velopment of energies that could be made to serve - and have served 
- the cause of human living. The negative side was an inflation of the 
wiD at the expense of tlic spirit, the acceptance, as an ideals of the 
desire to assert oneself, to use and dominate. And it was an ideal that 
could easily be invested with a certain spurious glamour. 

Lay out our golden wedges to the view, 

That their reflections may amaze the Persians. 

Is it not passing brave to be a king. 

And ride in triumph through Persepolis? 

And with our sun-bright armour, as wc march. 

We’ll chase the stars from heaven, and dim their eyes 
That stand and muse at our admired arms. 

These quotations from Marlowe’s Tamhurlaine may serve to repre¬ 
sent the clement of fantasy that accompanied the attitudes of the new 
age to riches, pomp, and power. 

It is precisely tliis aspect of the Renaissance and post-Renaissance 
world that, in his greater plays, Jonson takes for theme and, we may 
say, de-glamourizes. It may be suspected that in dealing critically 
with exaggerated claims that the individual may make on the world, 
an excessive assertion of the self, he himself was deeply engaged. 
(‘Arrogance’, as Messrs Herford and Simpson remark, ‘was an emo¬ 
tion which Jonson profoundly understood.’) But whatever self- 
searchings may at times have given resonance to his verse, it was the 
public world - and a major aspect of it - that called out his powers as 
a dramatist. His art - it has become a commonplace - is an art of 
exaggeration and caricature; but it draws directly and potently on the 
actual, now isolating and magnifying some impulse that ‘in reality* 
would express itself in more complex and more devious ways, now 
crowding tlic stage with instances of greed or folly that had easily 
recognizable counterparts in the England of James I, as indeed they 
have today. And it is an art that is profoundly realist. Nourished by 
the Christian and classical traditions, and having much in common 
with a homely popular wisdom, it is entirely free from self-deceiving 
flmtasy about the nature of cither luxury or power. 
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Ay, but an anger, a just anger, as this is, 

Puts life in man. Who can endure to see 
The fury of men’s gullets and their groins? 

What fires, what cooks, what kitchens might be spared? 
What stews, ponds, parks, coops, garners, magazines? 

Wliat velvets, tissues, scarfs, embroideries, 

And laces they might lack? They covet things 
Superfluous still; when it were much more honour 
They could want necessary: what need hath nature 
Of silver dishes or gold chamber-pots ? 

Of perfumed napkins, or a numerous family^ 

To see her eat? poor and wise, she requires 
Meat only: hunger is not ambitious; 

Say that you were the emperor of pleasures, 

The great dictator of fashions for all Europe, 

And had the pomp of all the courts and kingdoms, 

Laid forth unto the show, to make yourself 
Gazed and admired at; you must go to bed. 

And take your natural rest: then all this vanisheth. 

Your bravery was but shown; 'twas not possest; 

While it did boast itself, it was then perishing. 

(The Staple of News, in. iv.) 

Tliis, from a comparatively late play (1626), may fairly be said to 
represent the standard against which excessive desire is measured. It is 
a standard that, expressed as it is here in great poetry, commands as¬ 
sent." And, in an age that was tending to blur the distinctions between 
the superfluous and tlie necessary, it was to the service of this standard 
tliat Jonson brought his resources of scorn and mimicry and con¬ 
temptuous caricature. 

★ ★ ★ 

In Sejanus Jonson did more than find his theme, he contrived a 
dramatic structure and established a mode witliin wliich he could say 
what he had to say witli the greatest effect. The major embodiment 
of the theme - in this play tlie lust for power ~ is flanked by other 
figures who share the same, or closely related, drives. Behind these, 
again, we are aware of a world in which these drives are taken for 
granted. Thus, in the two Senate scenes (iii. i and v. x), grotesque bal¬ 
lets of hypocrisy, we watch the construction of a world of falsehood 

* In the Latin sense: a large household or a number of servants. 
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that lends to the exaggerated and simplified figures of Sejanus, 
Tiberius, and Macro an effect almost of verisimilitude. At the same 
time it is largely by means of this pervasive exaggeration and dis¬ 
tortion that judgement is precipitated. The characters arc inflated to 
a point where the final catastrophe appears as the inevitable outcome 
of the pressures working witliin them and expressed in the words 
they speak.^ 

In Volporie {1606) and The Alchemist {1610) the high-spirited comedy 
is there for all to see - the gulling of the suitors or the parody of the 
sales-talk of all nostrum-sellers in Volpotte, the agility with which 
Subtle and Face ‘play’ their various dupes, who would ruin all if they 
met. But it is comedy that serves a completely serious purpose. There 
are no characters, such as Arruntius and Silius in Sejanus, who con¬ 
sistently express the author’s own outlook-Jonson’s pectihar triumph 
is, whilst apparently engaged in nothing more than building up a 
vigorous comic action, to enforce a variety of recognitions that 
blend into a deadly serious ‘criticism of life’. At times the vicious 
characters themselves, without apparent incongruity, are made to 
indicate the rcahty that condemns them. More commonly the method 
is less apparent: a grotesquely expressed impulse is brought into 
direct relation with tliosc aspects of the everyday world from which 
it has been isolated and magnified, and all alike share in the derisive 
placing implicit in the caricature. An example may make this clear. 

In The Alchemist, where belief in alchemy and fortune-telling is 
substituted for the legacy-huntmg of Volponc as a symbol of the de¬ 
sire for easy money, the high peak of caricature is the figure of Sir 
Epicure Mammon. We first see him at the opening of Act II, es¬ 
corted by the sceptical Surly, on the day when he expects Subtle, the 
sham alchemist, to have discovered the secret of the transmutation of 
metals: 

Come on, sir. Now you set your foot on shore 

In Novo Orbe ; herc*s the rich Peru: 

And there witliin, sir, arc the golden mines, 

* Sejanus* soliloquy beginning: 

Swell, swell, my joys; and faint not to declare 
Yourselves as ample as your causes are ... 

(v. i.) 

has something of the same ciSect as Mosca*s soliloquy quoted on page 306 above. 
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Great Solomon’s Ophir! he was sailing to’t, 

Three years, but we have reached it in ten months. 

Tills is the day wherein, to all my friends, 

I will pronounce the happy word, be rich; 

THIS DAY YOU SHALL BE SPECTATISSIMI. 

Here is the familiar comic inflation; but it shades at once into some- 
tiling that is not only fantastic caricature. 

You shall no more deal with the hollow dye. 

Or the frail card.... No more 

Shall thirst of satin, or the covetous hunger 

Of velvet entrails for a rude-spun cloak, 

To be displayed at Madam Augusta’s, make 
The sons of Sword and Hazard fall before 
The golden calf, and on their knees, whole nights. 

Commit idolatry with wine and tnimpets: 

Or go a feasting after drum and ensign. 

No more of this. You shall start up young viceroys. 

And have your punks and punketees, my Surly. 

And unto thee 1 speak it first, be rich. 

In these Unes, by means of a succession of negatives, Mammon’s gor¬ 
geous expectations are seen as kin to a shabbier actuahty, which at 
the same time is revealed as sharing the patent self-delusion of the 
alchemist’s dupe. The swelling expansivcncss (ballasted by a few 
unobtrusive comments spoken by the author through his characters: 
‘the hollow dye’ [leaded dice], ‘the frail card’, and, more cxphcitly, 
‘idolatry’) reaches its deflating cHinax when Mammon reveals his idea 
of vice-regal pomp. Mammon, however, is now launched and the 
comic impossibihties multiply: 

This night fU change 
All that is metal in my house to gold.... 

I will have all my beds blown up, not stuft: 

Down is too hard..,. 

But what gives the scene (like the wooing of Doll Common in rv. i) 
its distinctive note is that the audience can never completely disown 
Sir Epicure - or not for long at a time. 

Li eight and twenty days, 
rU make an old man of fourscore, a child. 

Restore his years, renew him, like an eagle, 
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To the fifth age; make him get sons and daughters. 
Young giants; as our philosophers have done. 

The ancient patriarchs, afore the flood, 

But taking, once a week, on a knife’s point. 

The quantity of a grain of mustard of it; 

Become stout Marses, and beget young Cupids. 

Tliis, though it shares with the speech last quoted an effect of comic 
exaggeration, is at least a little closer to the sons of Sword and 
Hazard, who, in turn, belong to our world. The whole play is built 
on a similar plan. Ananias is a comic freak, but his hypocrisy is real: 
‘casting [coining] of dollars is concluded lawful*. Kastril, tlie angry 
boy, is a recognizable social type: 

... a gentleman newly warm in his land, sir. 

Scarce cold in his one and twenty, that docs govern 
His sister here; and is a man himself 
Of some three thousand a year, and is come up 
To learn to quarrel, and to live by his wits, 

And will go down again, and die in the country. 

The day-dreams of Abel Drugget, the tobacco seller, and of Dapper, 
the lawyer’s clerk, though as baseless as Mammon’s, are taken from 
life. It is without any sense of incongruity that we see these figures 
led a dance, togetlier with the gorgeous and impossible Sir Epicure 
Mammon. 

Of Jenson’s other plays little can be said here. Epicoene^ or The 
Silent Woman (1609) and, 1 think, Bartholomew Fair (1614) belong to 
the category of stage entertainments: in them the fun is divorced 
from any rich significance - though many would disagree with tliis 
verdict on Bartholomew Fair, Catiline his Conspiracy (1611) belongs 
with Sejanus, but although not so dull as it is supposed to be, it has 
not the spontaneous Ufc of the earlier play. Only The Deuil is an Ass 
(1616) belongs to the great Jonsoniaii species of serious comedy, of 
which Volpone and The Alchemist arc the supreme examples. Tliis 
play, aluiough based on the fiction of a minor devil on holiday from 
hell who has a bad time in tlie Loudon world of business and fashion 

- You talk of a university 1 why, hell is 
A grammar school to tliis - 

is a direct satire on contemporary economic abuses. The bogus 
schemes by wliich Meercraft raises money from a varied collection of 
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greedy dupes reflect tlie motives and methods of many of the ‘pro¬ 
jectors*^ who, in Jacobean England, were ready to take advantage of 
tlic new opportunities open to enterprise. As in the earUer comedies, 
there is a constant interplay between the world of caricature (in which 
FitzDottrcll, the principal dupe, expects gold mountains from schemes 
of a comically impossible ingenuity) and sober reality, so that the 
criticism imphed in the caricature is reflected back on the actual. But 
although The Devil is an Ass is so close to the contemporary scene 
that, according to Unwin, ‘a study of its leading characters would be 
by far the best introduction to the economic Ihstory of the period*,* 
Jonson’s incisive handling of greed and folly raises it well above the 
level of a mere documentary. In The Staple of News (1626) satire 
directed against the newly established news industry (‘a weekly cheat 
to draw money’) is combined with a renewed attack on the power of 
money. But, instead of the vigorous comic invention of the earlier 
plays, there is a more mechanical use of a direct ‘morality’ convention 
(the Lady Pccunia [Money] appears in person, together with her 
tr;un - Mortgage, Wax, etc.), and the play only lives in flashes of topi¬ 
cal satire and a few fme passages. It was followed by The New Inn 
(1629), The Magnetic Lady (1632) and (perhaps, for the evidence is 
doubtful) the fragment of a pastoral. The Sad Shepherd, But, although 
the latter has been much admired, it is impossible to pretend that 
these later plays inspire any very lively interest. The Jonsonian world 
is completed by The Staple of News. At its centre stand the assured 
masterpieces - SejanuSy Volpone^ and The Alchemist. 

Jonson’s world, though complete in itself, is not a large one. You 
cannot live in it for long at a time. In a sense its very completeness is 
against it. Nothing breaks through from the liidden world of long¬ 
ing or suffering; the prevailing mode is never disturbed by unex¬ 
pected sympathies or glimpses of paradox. There is Uttlc in the plays 
that you can dwell on, as you find yourself dwelling on a play - or a 
few lines ~ of Shakespeare’s, or a poem - or a few Hnes - of Blake’s, 

* Projectofy originally ‘one who forms a project, who plans or designs 
some enterprise or undertaking’ (N.E.D.), early in its career acquired the in¬ 
vidious sense of a speculator, ‘But what is a projector?* - ‘Why, one, sir, that 
projerts Ways to enrich men, or to make them great, By suits, by marriages, 
by undertakings’ (The Devil is an AsSy i. iii). In Jonson’s time projects were 
usually associated with the unpopular monopolies. Gifford has an interesting 
note at the beginning of Act n of this play. 
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SO that new aspects of human nature (your own nature among others) 
and new possibilities of being are continually revealed. Exclusion was 
the condition ofjonson’s acliievemcnt. But the best of his plays have 
qualities common to all great literature. They defme with precision 
a permanent aspect of human nature. For what they isolate for sar¬ 
donic inspection is a form of folly which, ho wever grotesque in its 
dramatic representation, in Sejanus, Mammon, or Mecrcraft, is not 
confmed to fools; it is simply the folly of inordinate desire. And al¬ 
though this, deeply considered, is a theme for tragedy, there is also a 
rightness in the particular form of Jonsonian comedy, in wliich sim¬ 
plified figures seem to blow themselves up until they burst, and 
schemes contrived with a remarkable and persistent ingenuity topple 
like a house of cards. ‘Expect things greater than thy largest iiopes to 
overtake thee.’ The answer -Jonson’s answer - comes when Volpone 
morahzes on tlie senile and still rapacious Corbaccio, who 

with these thoughts so battens, as if fate 
Would be as easily cheated on as he. 

And all turns air! 


NOTES 

I. Scholars have shown that Timber, or Discoueries Made upon Men and Mat¬ 
ter was not an original critical work but Jonson’s commonplace-book. The 
valuable edition by M. Castclain gives extracts from the classical and Renais¬ 
sance writers on whomjonson drew. See alsoj. E. Spingarn’s Critical Tissays of 
the Seventeenth Century, I. 221-2. It is of great interest to sec how Jonson 
Englished, transformed, and added to the passages that appealed to liim. A 
handy edition of Discoveries is that by G. B. Harrison in the Bodlcy Head 
Quartos. 

2- Sec Discoveries, 21: 'Non nimium credendum antiquitati (That antiquity 
should not be believed in too much). I know nothing can conduce more to 
letters than to examine the writings of the Ancients, and not to rest in their 
sole authority, or take all upon trust from them, ... For to all the observations 
of the Ancients we have our own experience which, if we will use and apply, 
we have better means to pronounce. It is true they open’d the gates, and made 
the way that went before us; but as guides, not commanders.’ This is in the 
spirit of Dryden’s remark, ‘It is not enough that Aristotle has said so, for 
Aristotle drew his models of tragedy from Sophocles and Euripides: and, if he 
had st'cn ours, might have changed his mind’. (Saintsbury, Loci Critici, 158.) 

316 



BEN JONSON, DRAMATIST 

3. Lectures on Shakespeare^ ed. T. Ashe (Bohn’s Popular Library), 39 < 5 . 
Coleridge goes on to suggest a comparison with Hogarth. 

4. ‘Ben Jonson knew too little of Italy for effective realism, even had this 
been his aim. The transfer to London liberated his vast fund of local know¬ 
ledge. The London of the Folio is crowded with precise localities which have 
only vague general equivalents in the Florence of the Quarto. It acquires a dis¬ 
tinct physiognomy and atmosphere, as Florence never docs. We hear of Fleet 
Street, Coleman Street, Thames Street, Houndsditch, Shoreditch, White- 
cliapcl; of local features, like the Artillery Garden, and Islington ponds, of 
suburbs, like Hogsden and Finsbury. Similarly, well-known personages arc 
introduced.’ - Herford and Simpson, Ben Jonson, the Man and His IVork, I. 359. 
The whole of this comparison between the Quarto and the Folio texts (358- 
70), which emphasizes the ‘tendency towards a veniacular realism’ in the lat¬ 
ter, is important. 

5. Dickens often uses similar methods, as when Tom Pinch, walking with 
Augustus Moddlc (‘I love another, she is another’s, everything seems to be 
somebody clse’s’), remarks on the danger of the London streets. ‘ “I wonder”, 
said Tom, “that in these crowded streets, the foot-passengers are not oftencr 
run over.” Mr Moddle, with a dark look, replied: “The drivers won’t do it’” 
(Martin Chuzzlewit). But in Dickens these effects tend to be isolated and in¬ 
dependent of the main design. On Dickens* relation to the Jonsoiiian tradition, 
sec R. C. Churchill, ‘Dickens, Drama and Tradition’, in Scrutiny, X (1942). 

6. For examples, sec F. R. Lea vis. Revaluation: Tradition and Development in 
English Poetry, 17-19, and L. C. Knights, Drama and Society in the Age of Jonson, 

192-4. 

7. For the connexion with other ‘humour’ plays and with non-dramatic 
satire, see Part II, pp. 71-90, above; and for a fuller account, including the 
‘war of the theatres’, see Herford and Simpson, Vol. I, Life of Jonson, Chapter 
II, and the separate introductions to the plays in the same volume. 

8. A prose version of this passage occurs in Discoveries, loi; that it derives 
from Seneca, as Castelain points out in his edition (pp. xxii and 68-71), docs 
not of course affect what is said about it in the text. Jonson makes great poetry 
of his borrowing. 

9. G. Unwin, ‘Commerce and Coinage’, in Shakespeare*s England, 1 . 339-40. 
Unwin also says of this play, ‘No one who knows the records of the time will 
charge Ben Jonson with wild exaggeration. He seems rather to err in the 
direction of pedantic realism.* 
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PETER URB 

Between 1594 and i 6 i 6 Chapman worked very hard. He translated 
the Iliad and the Odyssey ^ wrote six tragedies and about the same num¬ 
ber of comedies, and composed enough original verse to fill nearly 
four hundred pages in the latest edition. Tliis essay is confined to the 
translation of Homer and the tragedies, and therefore deals with only 
about half of his work. There is good reason for this limitation. Most 
readers arc not likely to appreciate his poems unless they have first 
been attracted by other things in Chapman. The comedies tell us less 
about Chapman’s individual quality than the tragedies, which form a 
group easily distinguishable from other plays of the time. Chapman 
considered the translation of Homer to be his greatest work, and the 
ways in which he modified his original are themselves valuable clues 
to liis artistic purposes. Knowledge of Chapman’s mind and art ac¬ 
quired in die study of the tragedies and the Homer will not need to 
be radically revised in the light of the poems and the comedies. 


The final, revised version of the Homer, into B. R. Haydon’s copy 
of which Keats looked, appeared in i6i6 as The Whole Works of 
Homer Prince of Poets in his Iliads and Odysseys.'^ It is a thick, unhand¬ 
some volume sprinkled with marginal notes and equipped with a 
slender but pugnacious commentary. Ben Jonson wrote some vigor¬ 
ous marginalia in his copy, making fun of the translator for his con¬ 
tumely towards other scholars, but he praised Chapman’s later ver¬ 
sion of Hesiod, and may well have given general approval to the 
Homer. Pope, Coleridge, and Matthew Arnold all had praise, 
mingled with blame, for it. The modem reader, unlike Arnold, who 
censured Chapman for his Elizabethan fantasticality but was perhaps 

* Chapman also translated the Hero andLeander of Musactis (i6i6), Hesiod's 
Works and Days (1618), the Batrachomyomachia and Homeric Hymns (? 1624) and 
Juvenal's Fifth Satire (1629). 
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chiefly familiar with the Iliads^ may be advised to begin with the 
Odysseys, which is written in a kindlier metre than the ‘fourtcener* of 
the other epic. 

Chapman did play havoc with liis original. His knowledge of 
Greek, exceptional for liis time, was still not expert enough to release 
him from dependence on the great continental HcDcnists. Chapman 
borrows freely from their Latin notes and renderings, and in liis own 
commentary accuses them of bad scholarship. In tlic process Homer 
sometimes gets distorted. Transferring the Homeric measure into 
rhymed fourteeners (in the Iliads) or rhymed decasyllabics (in the 
Odysseys) also encouraged deflections. Chapman’s love of antitheses, 
of rhetorical figures, liis avoidance of the stock repetitive phrase, his 
brash anachronisms and colloquialisms, the touches here and there of 
‘English Senccan* rant are all Elizabethan, not Homeric.^ Here, from 
the eleventh book of the Iliads, is an example of Chapman’s handling 
of tlie epic simile, as full of light as Spenser’s description of Prince 
Arthur: 

And as amidst the sky 
We sometimes see an ominous star blaze clear and dreadfully, 

Then run his golden head in clouds, and straight appear again; 

So Hector otherwise did grace the vant-guard, shining plain. 

Then in the rear-guard liid himself, and labour’d everywhere 
To order and encourage all; his armour was so clear, 

And he applied each place so fast, that, like a lightning thrown 
Out of the shield of Jupiter, in every eye he.shone. 

And as upon a rich man’s crop of barley or of wheat. 

Opposed for swiftness at their work, a sort of reapers sweat. 

Bear down the furrows speedily, and thick their handfuls fall: 

So at the joining of the hosts ran slaughter tlirough them all. 

A contrast to this is Anticlea’s reply to her son Ulysses in Hell, in 
language involved, stately, and pathetic: 

‘O son*, she answer’d, ‘of the race of men 
The most unhappy, our most equal Queen 
Will mock no solid arms with empty shade. 

Nor suffer empty shades again t’invade 
Flesh, bones, and nerves; nor will defraud the fire 
Of his last dues, that, soon as spirits expire 
And leave the white bone, are his native right. 

When, like a dream, the soul assumes her flight. 
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The light then of the living with most haste, 

O son, contend to. This thy little taste 
Of this state is enough; and all this life 
Will make a tale fit to be told thy wife.’ 

(Odysseys, DC.) 

Chapman’s contempt for his critics ~ *Asscs at Tliistles, bleeding as 
ye cat’, as he called them - sprang from his reverence for the poetic 
office. Like Drayton, he became the more melancholy and bitter the 
more he found reason to scourge the bad taste of liis contemporaries 
and appeal from their neglect. The pugnacity so evident in the dedica¬ 
tions and commentary to the Homer proceeded from his belief that 
he alone had been born to interpret aright the Prince of Poets. In 
some admirable lines in The Tears of Peace (1609) he tells how the 
spiritual form of Homer appeared to liim in the green fields of 
Hitchm, liis sacred bosom full of fire; perhaps no English poet en¬ 
joyed a like visitation until Blake dined with Isaiah. Such intercourse 
gave Chapman confidence in his right to clarify and enlarge his 
author’s meaning with insights that no one before him had possessed. 
For Chapman, Homer is the wimess to his faith in poetry, the first 
great composer of a visionary iconography: ‘blind He all things saw*: 

He, at Jove’s table set, fills out to us 
Cups that repair Age sad and ruinous; 

And gives it built of an eternal stand, 

With his all-sinewy Odyssaean hand ... 

He doth in men the Gods’ affects* inflame. 

His fuel Virtue, blown by Praise and Fame. 

As this passage shows. Chapman beheved that the study of Homer 
persuaded men to virtue, and this belief helped to introduce into liis 
translation some modifications of the original more radical than any 
I have yet mentioned. Chapman did not hold, as did some Renais¬ 
sance scholars, that all Homer was one continued allegory, whose 
sugared least detail coated a moral pill. But he consistently saw Homer’s 
personages as exemphfications of moral doctrine, as giant forms of 
justice and fortitude and their opposite vices. Unfortunately for 
Chapman, Homer had not articulated so clearly the moral roles of 
liis heroes. The noblest of them can cry like children or play am¬ 
biguous and sorry parts, unaware that, like Thomas Mann’s Joseph, 

* Feelings. 
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they are participating in a wonderful God-story. Chapman therefore 
felt impelled to make more plain what he thought Homer's grand 
design to be: 

the fint word ofliis Iliads, is wrath: the first word of his 
Odysseys, dvdga, Man: contracting in cither word his each 
work’s proposition. In one, Predominant Perturbation) in the 
other, ouer-’ruling Wisdom: in one, the Body’s fervour and 
fasliion of outward Fortitude ... in tlie other, the Mind’s con¬ 
stant and unconquered Empire. 

Thus Chapman’s Homer acquires what has been called its ‘etliical 
bias’. By interpolating, adjusting, sharpening, he brings out of 
Homer’s golden haze what he conceives to be the central sun of his 
moral meaning. Acliillcs and Hector arc transmogrified into warriors 
more perfect than Homer allowed. Agamemnon is seen as a man 
thrown from liis true course by domineering passions. Their speeches 
are illuminated with the aphorisms wliich the Renaissance inherited 
from the classical moralists, and of wliich Homer was innocent. 
Odysseus becomes ‘a moral hero of the Renaissance*, as wise as Cato 
and as pious as Aeneas.* Such modifications do not necessarily make 
the version in its totality untrue to Homer’s spirit, altliough they may 
outrage anyone seeking Homer’s letter. They tell us somctliing im¬ 
portant about Chapman’s ethical bias in his treatment of human 
character and his attitude towards poetry. 

The bias can be detected in Chapman’s tendency to read into human 
hfe and history die doctrines of the classical moraUsts, primarily of 
Epictetus, secondarily of Plutarch and Seneca. These Stoic writers 
taught that the hero must master liis inward passions, and diat the 
search for sensual gratifications outside himself will lay open the 
principles of his being defenceless before the storms of war, tyranny, 
and Fortune. This doctrine had enjoyed a revival in the neo-Stoic 
movement of the sixteenth century. Many trained themselves, and 
Chapman amongst them, to perceive Virtue, Justice, and Manhood, 
not as attributes fastened upon a man by popular suffrage and capable 
of being stolen from him by ill-luck or enemies, but as aspects of an 
inward unity, the ‘god dwelling in the human body’, which Marcus 
Aurelius honoured. That unity attained, man was fortified within and 
without. Ignorant of it, he was the helpless prey of his own passions, 
and became, in his relations with other men, either a persecutor or a 
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victim. These ideas can be traced in systems so far apart in other res¬ 
pects as Giordano Bruno’s and Calvin’s. The vocabulary of con¬ 
temporary arts and sciences is flooded with Stoic meanings. 

Chapman was much attracted by the doctrine* but he could not es¬ 
cape from the antinomies that die neo-Stoic revival called forth in a 
milieu so generally busy with intellectual endeavour. If Chapman 
warmed himself at Stoicism’s central fire, he was attracted by other 
hghts as well. Some, lihe the political theory associated with Machia- 
vclli’s name, he did his best to extinguish. But with odiers, like the 
great Renaissance attempt to synthesize Christian teaching with 
Platonic, he attempted to illuminate his own work. 

His attitude to poetry, liis dominant interest in the business of 
rendering his vision of Ufe and charaacr in poetic terms, is also im¬ 
plied in his treatment of Homer. Wc need not be surprised that a poet 
like Chapman, who is profoundly influenced by a doctrine that seems 
to us cliilly and rigoristic, should also bchevc that a ‘holy fire and hid¬ 
den heat* bums in die bosom of all true poets from Homer onwards, 
and should therefore continually strive after large and luminous effects 
and imaginative portrayals of truth. It has been pointed out that the 
Stoics, in spite of the passionless objectivity of their doctrines, really 
aimed at just such an imaginative portrayal of their relations with 
truth.* And Chapman, like other Renaissance artists, was conscious of 
a prevailing desire to reconcile Minerva, the spirit of a wise iimer dis¬ 
cipline, with Apollo, the heaven-aspiring genius of poetry.* Chap¬ 
man would have seen no cogency in Blake’s argument that die man 
who is occupied with mental and moral discipline becomes wrapped 
in a cold and spectral Selfhood that closes his eyes to God above and 
within; he is therefore free to embrace and exempUfy the Platonic and 
Ficinian doctrine of poetic inspiration, that ‘celestial fire’: 

where high Poesy’s native habit shines, 

From whose reflections flow eternal lines: 

Philosophy retir’d to darkest caves 

She can discover, and the proud world’s braves 

Answer.., 

* Raphael’s ‘School of Athens’ in the Vatican, as Professor Wittkower 
has pointed out, is one of the leading Renaissance attempts to symbolize this 
reconciliation. 
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Pope commented dryly that Chapman must have been ‘an enthusiast 
in poetry^ but for Chapman the term (which he does not himself 
use) would probably have had no colouring of fanatical extrava¬ 
gance. The mind of the heroic enthusiast^ wrote Giordano Bruno, 
himself echoing St Augustine, ‘aspires high by plunging into its own 
depths*, for to reach the God within man is one road to God him¬ 
self. Chapman would have pleaded guilty to such ‘misconccit of be¬ 
ing inspired*, sustained by the example of his Homer, and the belief 
that there is a correlation between the truth which a poet perceives 
and the divine authority which bestows upon him the gift of revealing 
it, in all its force and beauty, to men. 

★ ★ * 

Of the five tragedies written by Chapman between 1603 and 1611, 
four are dravm from recent French history: The Tragedy ofBussy 
d*Ambois, the double-play of The Compracy and Tragedy of Charles 
Duke of Byrort, and The Revenge of Bussy d*Amho\s, The fifth, Caesar 
and Pompey, is Chapman’s only Roman play.* 

All Chapman's tragedies may be described as dramatic studies of 
the interaction between a great man and his society. There arc four 
main elements at work in this interaction: in the hero, his moral 
nature (his goodness or badness), and his outward role, as soldier, 
rebel, or servant to the king; ranged opposite to him in society arc 
two kinds of men, the mouthpieces of Chapman's ideas on social 
order, or the hypostases of various kinds of social corruption. The 
plays arc built up from the innumerable conflicts and harmonics 
which arise amongst these elements. This schematization suggests 
that Chapman's plays, like Marlowe’s, tend, if we arc thinking of 
them in terms of the contribution made by characterization to the 
total play, to be grouped round a single great figure. In the plays that 
bear their names, it is Bussy and Byion, and, in The Revenge of Bussy ^ 
Clermont d'Ambois, who hold our interest, while the other person¬ 
ages, ambitious prince, ideal king, political schemer, arc more impor¬ 
tant for what they represent in relation to the protagonist than for 
what they arc themselves. 

* Chapman’s other tragedy is The Tragedy of Chabot Admiral of France 
(f c. 1612-25, probably revised by James Shirley); the so-called Charlemagne 
(? 1603-4), a manuscript play, has been attributed to Chapman by Schocll, but 
the attribution remains doubtful. 
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Two of Chapman's heroes, Bussy and Byron, arc great men 
flawed by their inability to control their inward passions and resist 
the outward temptations to which this inner disorder exposes them. 
The others, Clermont d’Ambois, Chabot, and Cato in Caesar and 
Pompey, arc meant to be, so far as the exigencies of the plot in each 
ease permit, ‘exemplars of calm’, men capable of achieving the 
evOvpia, inward peace, of Stoic teacliing. Pompey oscillates between 
discipline and disorder, and finally comes to rest in Stoic fortitude. 
Chapman’s subject in the tragedies is still, as in the Homer, prjviv, 
the wrath, and dvdQa^ the man. 

The Tragedy of Bussy is a good example of the method. When the 
play begins, France is no longer at war, and the soldier Bussy, poor 
and neglected, is therefore outside society, liis natural habitat of 
court and camp. Tins society, represented by Monsieur, now reaches 
out to grasp Bussy and use liim for its secret end, a design upon the 
crown. Bussy accepts the patronage, but on liis own terms. He knows 
that to be a great man in the opinion of a corrupt society is to spend 
his life: 

In sights and visitations, that will make 
His eyes as hollow as his mistress’ heart. 

For himself, he will try to rise in court simply ‘by virtue*: he is ‘a 
smooth plain ground [that] will never nourish any politic seed’. So he 
behaves rudely to the women of the court as a sign of his refusal to 
compromise with their corrupt world of pohtical chambering and 
sexual hypocrisy. Society immediately begins to react to tliis strange 
nonconformist. The king is cntliralled by Bussy’s noble bearing and 
pliilosopliical speeches; but the king’s favourite, the Guise, senses a 
rival and Monsieur himself finally realizes that he has chosen the 
wrong man. When tlic news comes that Bussy is carrying on an in¬ 
trigue with Tamyra, the wife of the Count Montsurry, the noble 
politicians see their chance to destroy liim. For Bussy’s love has taken 
his nature by storm and muddied the currents of his inward peace; 
and he is fjiiiiUy overthrown by the conjmiction of the enemy pas¬ 
sions, which have undermined the virtue within, with the outward 
machinations of liis rivals. We grasp the full measure of iiis fall from 
philosophical grace when, in Act iv, in a vain attempt to escape from 
the jaws of the trap, he adopts die ‘poUcy’ wliich he had formerly 
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repudiated. But he is an amateur at the game of politic murder, and 
is easily out-manoeuvred by experts hke Monsieur and the Guise. 
His end, none the less, asserts liis greaniess. As he dies, involved in 
horror and splendour, we realize how much Chapman’s conception 
of him owes to the ancient idea of the classical hero, that Virtue 
which the Renaissance moralists allegorized from the myth of 
Hercules, he who moves continually towards the blazing pyre where 
mortality will be purged away and godhead assumed. 

Byron, too, like Bussy, is related to a classical archetype. In por¬ 
traying liim, Chapnim took some suggestions from Plutarch’s ora¬ 
tions on Alexander the Great.* But Byron, although he loudly lays 
claim to the giant robe of the hero, is flawed by corruptions foreign 
to Plutarch’s Alexander. Choleric, ambitious, haunted by fuitastic 
images of his own splendour, he has never attnned inward peace, and 
therefore certain conspirators find liim easier to be played on than a 
pipe. Their flattery stokes up the fuel in liis own heart and turns liim 
fmally into a ’rotten cxlialation’, a meteor destroying itself as it burns 
up the waste stuff of the kingdom. Chapman makes it clear that 
Byron’s iimcr corruption contributes as much to liis fall as any out¬ 
ward agent, and wc arc continually enabled to measure its extent by 
comparing it with King Henry’s ‘over-rulmg Wisdom’. Yet the 
ancient virtues visit Byron from time to time in glimpses that al¬ 
most restore his manhood; he never becomes a mere dwarfish thief 
of honour, and can still be described in terms of virtue or its declina¬ 
tion. Tliis allows liis death to seem sufficiently tragic as he, too, as¬ 
cends the funeral pyre of Hercules and prepares to cast off the gross 
body. 

Having written of the exemplars of wrath, Chapman turns to the 
exemplars of calm. Of these, Chabot is the most consistent, Cato the 
nearest to a literal interpretation of the Roman ideal of virtue, and the 
vacillating Pompey the most humanly plausible. They arc aH Odys- 
scan figures. But Clermont, in The Revenge of Bussy, is Chapman’s 
complctcst study of the Scnccal man. He is calm where Bussy and 
Byron rage, self-contained where they are ambitious for external 
goods; and although placed hke them in a corrupt society, he is able 
to judge it more fairly because he is more detached from it than tliey. 
Clermont is the most successful issue of previous attempts by other 
dramatists, including George Buchanan, WiUiam Alexander, Mar- 


325 



PART THREE 


stOH, Daaicl, and Fulke Greville, to dramatize the Stoic Wise Man 
within a context of political equivocation. 

But The Revctii^e of Bussy raises acutely a problem that haunts 
every investigation into Chapman’s merits as a dramatist. How far 
did Chapman succeed in reconciling his obligations as a writer for the 
popular public playhouse with his interests in political morality and 
die relations between greatness and goodness? For such interests arc 
not suitable for our stage unless they are broken down in the crucible 
of a true dramatic imagination. Wc have seen that Chapnnm was able 
to put tilings into Homer which are not really there, without making 
Homer fuiulamentallv the less Homeric. His own explanation of tliis 
success is the best: he felt his bosom filled with Homer’s fire. But in 
the drama tliis sustaining warmth is absnit. The Rcectijiic, for example, 
is classifiable as a revenge play in the tradition initiated by Kyd’s The 
Spatiish TragCiJy. In reality, it is four acts of moralizing followed by a 
fifth in which the dramatist reluctantly sets in motion the traditional 
machinery of revenge and whining ghost, and - the sharpest incon¬ 
gruity of all - burdens die non-attached Clermont with the Revenger’s 
bloody duty. These arc antilogies to wliich all Clermont’s moraliza- 
tions on his task will not reconcile us. 

Is a similar judgement on Chapman’s other tragedies unavoidable? 
Was his imagination not of the kind that makes a successful play¬ 
wright? It is fair to try to define more precisely some of the elements 
that go to compose the plays, and leave the final answer to the indi¬ 
vidual reader’s experience. 

Chapman did not despise the drama. ‘Scenical representation’, he 
wrote, ’is so far from giving just cause of any least diminution, that 
the personal and exact life it gives to any history, or other such de¬ 
lineation of Iiuman actions, adds to them lustre, spirit, and apprehen¬ 
sion.’ It may well have been the search for a more personal and exact 
hfc that caused Chapman to examine so cxigcntly the nature of his 
protagonists and analyse the virtues and corruptions of their societies. 
It is not hkely that Chapman saw this search as having a purely artistic 
objective; for the more lustrous and spirited the representation, the 
more efficiently, in Chapman’s theory as well as Sidney’s, it would 
inspire in the beholders tliat dehght which would lead them to ’steal 
to see the form of goodness ere tlicmsclves be aware’. 

But however inseparably the motives of artist and moralist com- 
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bine in Chapman, it remains a fact that he is not content, as Marlowe 
is in Tamburlaine, merely to persuade us that a magnificent existence 
15 , and leave us puzzling how, if at all, it fits into the scheme of 
things. Nor is he willing, as even Jonson sometimes is, to dap an in¬ 
trusive moral over something profoundly disturbing to Panglossian 
complacency. Chapman likes to explain as fully as possible what 
has happened. Thus he provides m several discourses a number of ex¬ 
planations of why Bussy falls and what kind of man he is. Why was 
he created so hoUow within, so vulnerable to Fortune J Arc parts of 
him ‘empty* of soul, the vital principle of virtue? Or is he indeed 
‘full-mann*d*, and yet placed by Nature in a world which can only 
blunt and spoil her splendid instrument? And, restlessly, the charac¬ 
ters in the play whom Chapman burdens with these speculations turn 
to Nature herself and accuse her of a random incompetence in her 
working. Byron's behaviour is explored in tlie same way, and the 
underground issues which are raised by his relationship with king and 
conspirator debated on the open stage. To the contemporary audi¬ 
ence, who remembered the fall of Essex and the execution of the his¬ 
torical Byron at the beginning of the century, and who probably 
shared Chapman’s interest in the behaviour of great men in a chang¬ 
ing society, such questions must have seemed sufficiently to die 
point. 

From material of this kind in die plays one can extract a body of 
opinion and label it Chapman’s ‘theory of man* or ‘poUtical beliefs’.** 
But that will not really tell us what place such things liave in a play. 
It may even lead us - as it has led some critics - to beg the question by 
assuming that Chapman wanted the drama to be a vehicle for debate 
and speculation, and did not care whether diesc helped to bestow 
upon it a more ‘personal and exact life* or not. 

It is true that Chapman’s questionings shape his dramatic devices. 
His characters cease to be men in action and become philosophers; 
they can assume the role of chorus or pause to examine their motives 
with a queer objectivity. Byron has speeches put into his mouth 
wliich transform him from a conspirator into a Chronos or a Muse of 
History; Cato’s relation to Pompey is too bleakly modelled on that 
of the Epictetan sage to his disciple. These incongruities show that 
Chapman docs not perfeedy fuse his underlying moral theme with 
his mcn-in-action. In this he differs not only from Shakespeare and 
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Jonson, but even from their inferiors h’ke Heywood (A Woman Killed 
with Kindness) or Middleton ( The Changelinj^). His tragedy is often 
more akin to the old moral play: there arc moments in it when the 
human lineaments dissolve and the blank face of the hypostasis looks 
tlirough, when the allegorical abstraction blots out the anagogy of 
art. Thus, there is a curious split running up the charaaer of King 
Henry in the Byron plays, who is sometimes the Ideal King, a mere 
abstraction from a handbook for princes, and sometimes simply 
Henry, raging at the malfeasance of a traitor in a way correspondent 
with the actualities of history and ‘the fury and the mire of human 
veins'. Such fissures disturb us more in tlic drama than they do in a 
vast artefact like The faerie Qneetie. The shift from mask to face and 
back again induces a shudder in the action, a momentary lack of focus 
while the audience adjusts itself from the homily to the warmer con¬ 
templation of men in action. 

Here it is appropriate to bring into court what is generally taken to 
be Chapman’s rueful comment on liis own deficiencies, in the dedica¬ 
tion to his second volume of Homer translations (1598): 

But woe is me, what zeal or power soever 

My free soul hath, my body will be never 

Able t’attcnd: never shall 1 enjoy 

Th’cnd of my hapless birth, never employ 

That smother’d fervour that in loathed embers 

Lies swept from light, and no clear hour remembers. 

O had your perfect eye organs to pierce 
Into that chaos whence tliis stifled verse 
By violence breaks, where glow-worm-like doth shine. 

In night of sorrow, this hid soul of mine. 

And how her genuine forms struggle for birth. 

Under the claws of this foul panther Earth. ..I 

This is not really an unexpectedly humble admission that his verse is 
bad in tlie sense usually suggested. The ‘loathed embers* are the 
clogging envelope of mortality, not of poetic incompetence, and the 
whole passage is one of many statements in Chapman's work about 
the Platonic dualism of soul and body which is an important aspect 
of his world-view. In Chapman's thought, tlic largc-soulcd man, 
whether a Bussy or a poet, is always hampered by this dualism, al- 
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though some, like Homer, can escape from it. In refusing to liimself 
a Homeric status which he probably would not have granted to any 
of his contemporaries, Cliapman is merely submitting to the burden 
of the dualism. 

Moreover, the passage suggests that some of our discontentments 
with Chapman's dramatic characters may be resolved if wc view the 
characters not as vitally incomplete, ‘left headless for a perfect man' 
because of some deficiency in their creator's imagination, but as ana¬ 
logues to the artist's struggle as it is here described. Bussy and Byron, 
Clermont and Pompey, arc studies in men striving to achieve their 
perfect images by hacking from them the ‘excess of Humours, per- 
turbatioiLS and Adccts*. In The Tears of Peace, borrowing his similitude 
from Plotinus, Chapman compares such a struggle to the work of the 
sculptor who gradually cuts a human figure from an alabaster block. 
We arc reminded that Michelangelo's ‘Slaves’ and ‘Prisoners’ are not 
to be thought of as ‘left headless’ by their maker once they are 
conceived as symbols of the birthpangs of giant forms, ‘laid souls* 
writhing with violence in the stifled night of marble. If the analogy 
holds, it might be said that Chapman's unfinished men arc wiser 
images of Life than the pantomimic integrity with which, in the 
seventh book of Paradise Lost, the creatures burst perfectly formed 
from the ground, their ‘smallest Lineaments exact'. 


It is characteristic of Chapman to liken the artist-moralist's task to 
the sculptor's, for he has, in M. SchoeU's phrase: *rimaginationpuissam-- 
ment concrete*. His dramatic verse is often exquisitely made to express 
his moralized conceptions of what a man's life may be: either a mist 
of passion (‘wrath'), or a struggle to master it, to hack out the genuine 
forms of the soul, or a condition of Stoic concord. Its faults arc that 
passion may sometimes slip into incoherence and concord into prosi¬ 
fying. In the speech of the wrathful Montsurry to Tamyra, as he 
compels her by torture to write a letter to her lover that will lure him 
into a trap, it is worth observing the vigour and fertility of the lan¬ 
guage, the complex cross-references to mythology, and the way in 
which the visual images emerge broken and struggling from the bat¬ 
tle with Chapman's unsure syntax: 
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Come, Siren, sing, and dash against my rocks 
Thy ruffian* galley, rigg’d with quench for lust! 

Sing, and put all the nets into thy voice 
With which thou drcw’st into thy strumpet's lap 
The spawn ot Venus, and in wliich ye danced; 

That in thy lap’s stead, I may dig his tomb, 

And quit his manhood witli a woman’s sleight. 

Who never is deceived in her deceit. 

Sing (that is, write), and then take from mine eyes 
Tlie mists that hide the most inscrutable pander 
That ever lapped up an adulterous vomit; 

That I may see the devil, and survive 
To be a devil, and then Icani to wive: 

That I may hang him, and then cut him down, 

Then cut him up, and with my soul’s beams search 
The cranks^ and caverns of his brain, and study 
The errant"' w'ildcniess of a woman’s face. 

Where men cajiiiot get out, for all the comets 
That have been lighted at it: though they know 
That adders lie a-siuuiing in their smiles, 

Tliat basilisks drink their poison from their eyes, 

Yet still they wander there, and are not stay’d** 

Till they be fetter’d, nor secure before 
All cares devour them, nor in human consort 
Till they embrace witliin their wife’s twt) breasts 
All Pelion and Cythacron with their beasts. 

Why write you not?" 

In this speech* Montsurry’s scxualizcd disgust (‘quit his manhood* in 
1. 7 is charged with irony and means ‘reward him for his sexual 
virility*) and frenzied desire for violence modulate into a series of 
confused images which half-invite visualization: the very abrupt 
transition from the crannies of the brain to the woman’s face, per¬ 
haps with the suggestion that the face will be found imaged in the 

(a) Possibly here prostitute’s‘bully’, or protector, (b) Crannies, (c) Modern 
‘arrant’, (d) Both ‘stopped’ and ‘comforted’, (c) Mythological references in 
tills passage include a mingling of the story of Venus and Mars (the guilty pair 
trapped in nets by Vulcan) with Odysseus and the Sirens (Bussy or his pander 
as a vessel full-fraught (r(^».g’d) with means to quench Tamyra’s lust, but wrecked 
on Montsurry’s rocks) (n. 1-5); and the breasts seen as the mountains Pelion 
(home of the centaurs, images of lust) and Cythacron (where Pentheus was 
tom to pieces by frenzied women). 
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lover^s dissected brain» and the conception of that face both as a 
wilderness full of poisonous monsters lit by comets blazing with rot¬ 
ten material and a trap in which men arc caught and lost. The playing 
with paradox in the final lines is found elsewhere as Chapman's means 
of expressing liis view of man's dilemma, ‘created sick', as Fulke 
Grevilie wrote, ‘commanded to be sound*, and one way in wliich he 
presents the gi;uit form struggling for release from the imprisoning 
marble of the body: 

... wretched world, 

Consisting most of parts that fly each other; 

A firmness breeding all inconstancy, 

A bond of all disjunction ; like a man 
Long buried is a man that long hath lived; 

Touch liim, he falls to ashes. 

{Ihe Tragedy of Byron.) 

hi Mr Auden’s words, Chapman finds poetic means to express his 
consciousness of man’s ‘condition of estrangement from the truth’, of 
the ‘ungamished offended gap between what [men] so questionably 
arc and what [they] arc commanded without any question to be¬ 
come’ {The Sea and the Mirror). 

One of Chapman’s favoured critical terms, as we have seen, is 
lustre, applied in Renaissance theory, as by Puttenliarn,’ to etiargia, or 
*a goodly outward show set upon the matter with words’. For Chap¬ 
man, its concomitant cnergia, a forcefuhicss of figurative language 
that wUl work inwardly upon the mind, is equally important. Mont- 
surry’s speech is both lustrous, set about with verbal ornament, and 
forceful in the sense of using its figures to reveal to the reader what is 
in the mind of the dramatic character. Chapman strives both to burn¬ 
ish his language outwardly and to give it inward significance. Tliis, 
after all, is only the linguistic aspect of his pliilosophy of man, liis 
search for the hero whose inward qualities are not betrayed or 
diminished by a false outward blaze but who can yet serve, hkc Cato, 
as a luminary to other men because he is ‘full-mann’d’, inwardly 
sohd with virtue and ‘soul’. Chapman contrives to present this aware¬ 
ness in such images as the comparison of the wortliless man to the 
hollow colossus, outwardly splendid but within choked with rubbish 
or ballasted with lead. When he turns not to represent passion but to 
reflect upon the human situation, he often chooses the form of a 
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visual image, an iconograph or emblem, which is as clear and lustrous 
as enargia requires, but at the same time has a correspondent inward 
meaning which operates with forceful ettergia. Such a passage as the 
comparison of religion to a tree growing and withering in the hearts 
of kings (Tragedy of Byron, III. i) has also the calm and elegiac note 
which distinguishes objective meditation upon truth from the drama¬ 
tization of the wratliful man. I quote the concluding lines of an 
elaborate ‘mute* emblem: 

Tlic tree that grew from heaven 
Is overrun with moss; the cheerful music 
That heretofore hath sounded out of it 
Begins to cease, and as she casts her leaves. 

By small degrees the kingdoms of the earth 
Decline and wither; and look whensoever 
TTiat the pure sap in her is dried-up quite. 

The lamp of all authority goes out, 

And all the blaze of princes is extinct. 

Chapman is entitled to be judged in the light of Ins own poetic 
theory. In the heart of this lies a moralized conception of how poetry 
works and what it docs. For Chapman, also, le mot juste is, as Professor 
Bullough has remarked of the Cambridge Platonist Henry More, an 
intelhgiblc not an aesthetic quantity. 

Likejonson, Chapman thought oflnmsclf as living in an age who.se 
very corruption required new discoveries of truth and fitness. Like 
Blake, he sought intellectual vision; and his reverence for Homer, 
who appeared to him: 

With eyes turn’d upward, and was outward blind. 

But inward past and future things he saw, 

reminds us of More turning inwards to seek knowledge of truth, and 
of the visionary logic of the blind Milton: ‘So much the rather thou, 
celestial Hght, Sliine inward*. On one of Chapman’s portraits his 
motto is inscribed: conscivm evasi diem: ‘I fled the garish day*. Its 
corollary is to be fotmd in the line from Ovid that Spenser wrote into 
The Shephcardcs Calendar, and which all tlie poets who belong to 
Chapman’s tradition would have understood: ‘Est dcus in nobis; 
agitante calescimus illo*, ‘There is a God within us, and by his force 
arc wc inspired*. 
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NOTES 

1. For an account of these features, see P. B. Bartlett, ‘Chapman’s Revision 
of Ills Iliads*, in E.L.H., A Journal of English Literary History II (1935); ‘Stylistic 
Devices in Chapman’s Iliads*, in Publications of the Modertt Lan^ua^e Association of 
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Homer’, ‘Poetry, Pedantry and Life in Chapman’s Iliads', in Reuiew of English 
Studies (1951 and 1953). 
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Chapman’s Homer’, in Studies in Philology XXXVI (1939), and P. B. Bartlett, 
‘The Heroes of Chapman’s Homer’, in Review of English Studies XVII (1941). 

3. Sec M. W. CroU, ‘Attic Prose in the Seventeenth Century’, in Studies 
in Philology XVIII (1921), 112-13. 

4. See Franck L. Schocll, &udes stir VHumanisme Continental en Angleterre 
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tions into Chapman’s intcUeaual background. For some further studies of the 
plays, see UnaEllis-Fcrmor, The Jacobean Drama (1936, 1947), R. H. Perkinson, 
‘Nature and the Tragic Hero in Chapman’s Bussy Plays’, in Modern Language 
Quarterly III (1943); Michael Higgins, ‘Chapman’s Senecal Man’, in Review of 
English Studies XXI (1945); Peter Ure, ‘The Main Outline of Chapman’s 
Byron’, in Studies in Philology XLVll (1950), The present writer has offered 
a further and somewhat modified account of the tragedies in Jacobean Theatre, 
ed, j. R. Brown and B. Harris (London, i960), pp. 226-47. 

5. Sec, for example, Janet Spens, ‘Chapman’s Ethical Thought’, in Essays and 
Studies ...of the English Association XI (1925); Wyndham Lewis, The Lion and 
the Fox (1927); two essays in The Parrott Pre.sentation Volume (19.^5). hy Hardin 
Craig, on ‘Ethics in the Jacobean Drama: the Case of Chapman’, and C. W. 
Keimcdy on ‘Political Theory in the Plays of George Chapman’ ; R. W. Bat- 
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(1941). 
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is in E. Holmes, Aspects of Elizabethan Imagery (1929). 72-101. 
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hethan Critical Essays 11 . 148), is a convenient statement about enargia and 
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L. G. SALINGAS 

In Fulkc Grcvillc's Life of Sidney (c. 1610-12) there is 2 striking com¬ 
ment on Renaissance tragedy. Ancient tragedy, according to GrevilJc, 
had been ultimately rebellious; it had sought ‘to exemplify the disas¬ 
trous miseries of man’s life,... and so out of that mclancliolic vision, 
stir horror, or murmur against Divine Providence*. Modem tragedy, 
on the contrary, was dominated by moral law; it sought ‘to point out 
God’s revenging aspect upon every particular sin, to the despair, or 
confusion of mortahty’. Both parts of this latter statement arc signi¬ 
ficant. In emphasizing the moral consciousness of tragedy and die 
notion of rigorous divine punishment. Greville was completely in 
agreement with the majority ofEUzabethan critics; Puttcnliam, for 
instance, some forty years earlier, had declared diat the object of 
tragedy was to show ‘the mutability of fortune, and the just punish¬ 
ment of God in revenge of a vicious and evil lifc’.^ But Grcvillc’s 
statement also hints unconventionally at possible contradictions in in¬ 
terpreting the moral law (a liint expanded in his poetry). And which¬ 
ever dramatists Greville may have had in mind, his reference to ‘the 
despair, or confusion of mortality' might well be taken as the keynote 
of many of his contemporaries - particularly of Marston, Tourneur, 
and Webster in their outstanding group of revenge plays. 

The best work of these three playwrights (1599-1614) coincides 
with die maturity of Shakespeare, whom they frequendy echo. It is 
philosophical melodrama of the school of Hamlet; and, like most 
drama of the time, it draws heavily from Seneca, by way of Kyd and 
his Spanish Tragedy (c. 1589) - both Seneca the moral sage and Seneca 
the fabricator of ghasdy revenges. The theme of revenge (the ‘wild 
justice* of Bacon’s essay) was popular in EUzabethan tragedy because 
it touched important questions of the day: the social problems of per¬ 
sonal honour and the survival of feudal lawlessness; the political prob¬ 
lem oftyranny and resistance; and the supreme question of providence, 
with its provocative contrasts between human vengeance and divine. 
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The Spanish Tragedy and its successors present both kinds of ven¬ 
geance with intricate irony and profuse, spectacular bloodshed* 
Horatio's formula at the end of Hamlet is common to them all: 

so shall you hear 
Of carnal, bloody, and unnatural acts, 

Of accidental judgements, casual slaughters. 

And, in this upshot, purposes mistook, 

Fairii on the inventors' heads. 

The horror is increased by ghost scenes, scenes of madness, and 
macabre contrasts between death and revelry. And, since the text 
‘Vengeance is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord’ was both promise 
and proliibition, the avenger must commonly die in Iiis triumph, like 
Kyd’s Hieronimo and Vindice in Tourneur’s Rcvenger*s Tragedy. To 
this extent, the revenge plays are consistent demonstrations of the pat¬ 
tern of moral law, all tlie more impressive, on the assumptions of 
popular moralists, for their ability to 'strike astonishment to our 
thoughts, and amazement to our senses’.* 

On the other hand, the pattern of moral law is broken, from 
Hieronimo onwards, by the ‘monstrous resolution’ of the avengers 
and the excitement of the leading characters: 

Thus therefore will I rest me m imrcst, 

Dissembling quiet in unquietness. 

{Spatiish Tragedy, m. xiii.) 

Tliis unrest, this 'despair, or confusion*, in Grcville’s phrase, c;m be 
traced, for example, tlirough the role of Vindice, as unholy glee in 
his revenge alternates with disniay at the treaclicry it entails towards 
his motlicr and sister; or, again, througl) the incessant agitation of 
Marston and Webster. And the accent of their tragedies, especially 
Webster’s, falls on defiance, not resignation: 

Though in our mi.scrics. Fortune have a part. 

Yet, in our noble suft'erings, she hath none - 
Contempt of pain, that we may call our own. 

This restless individualism is partly due to Seneca, whose doctrines 
had been intertwined with those of the Reformation;* in more 
general terms, the source of the dramatists’ ‘despair, or confusion* is a 
conflict between religious pessimism and the Renaissance glorificar- 
tion of the natural man. 
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Most of these plays are set in Italy. Italy was appropriate to an 
exotic love story, like Marston's Antonio and Mellida (1599)- But it 
was also the land of poisoning Cardinals - as in the lurid melodrama of 
the Borgias, The Deoil*s Charter (1607), by Barnabc Barnes, and again 
ill Webster; the land of duelling and vendetta; and the land of the 
‘atheist’ Machiavelli, ancestor of the villains who flaunt their ‘policy’ 
and manipulate the intrigue with the aid of needy subordinates. 
Above all, Italy stood for the two extremes of ‘civility’ and corrup¬ 
tion. Ascharn and others had repeated tlie proverb, ‘the Englishman 
Italianate is the devil incaniatc’; and the baleful fascination had been 
described again by Nashe in The Unfortunate Traveller (1S94): 

Italy^ the Paradise of the earth, and the Epicure*s heaven, how 
doth it form our young master?... From thence he brings the 
art of atheism, the art of cpicurising, the art of whoring, the 
art of Sodomitry. The only probable good thing they have to 
keep us from utterly coudcnuiing it, is, that it maketh a man 
an excellent courtier... which is, by interpretation, a fine close 
lecher, a glorious hypocrite. 

The Itahan revenge plays, accordingly, dwell on lust and moral 
corruption in place of die political themes of Shakespeare, Jonson, and 
Chapman, And the contrast Kyd makes between machiavellian and 
stoic now becomes a general contrast between the glitter of Italianate 
grandees - ‘these wretched eminent tilings’, as Webster calls them - 
and the discontented poverty of the gcndcmen-scholars whom the 
dramatists advance as spokesmen. The portrayal of wealth and patron¬ 
age by Marston, Tounicur, and Webster indicates the decay of the 
Tudor aristocracy, and the disenchantment of Elizabethan men of 
letters. The Itahan setting is used for social complaint and for a 
generalized satire, which includes minor comic figures from the court 
or the underworld resembling those in Hamlet and the comedy of 
‘humours’. 

Tliis general and embittered satire was the main contribution of 
these three playwrights to a form of drama wliich had originated with 
Kyd as tragedy (or melodrama) illustrating the moral law. In one 
sense, however, this was a logical development. Popular reUgious 
drama, with its vigorous, often brutal irony, and the tradition of tlic 
Dance of Death, had prepared the way for it. Similarly, the editor of 
Seneca’s Ten Tragedies in English had claimed for his author that he 
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‘beateth down sin* more weightily, and shows ‘the guerdon of filthy 
lust, cloaked dissimulation and odious treachery* more ‘bitingly* tlian 
ajjy other pagan writer (1581). And, in the 1590s, poetic satire 
(Marston*s chosen medium before he turned to the stage) resembled 
tragedy in dealing out savage punishment. In die ‘biting* couplets of 
Vifgideniiae (1598-9), Hall set out to ‘unmask* and to lash the vices of 
tlic day; Marston*s Scourge of VtUainy* came out in the same luontlis, 
with similar pretensions - 

In serious jest, and jesting seriousness, 

I strive to scourge polluting beastliness -* 

and the menace of divine vengeance is never far away: 

O for a humour, look who yon doth go, 

The meagre lecher, lewd Luxurio,^ 

*Tis he that hath the sole monopoly 
By patent, of the suburb lechery.... 

His eyes, liis tongue, his soul, liis all is lust, 

Wliich vengeance and confusion follow must. 

So, too, in liis Induction to Marston’s Malcontent, Webster claims for 
stage satire that ‘such vices as stand not accountable to law, should be 
cured as men heal tetters, by casting ink upon tliem*. 

Thus the revenge plays combine mockery with their tragic image 
of retribution. Their satire incorporates the harsh levelling tendencies 
of the Dance of Death, together with more speculative criticism of 
society, drawn from Montaigne or the Stoics. There is more deliberate 
horror in this group of plays, but also more flexibility of mind and 
more intensity of feeling than in any previous English drama apart 
from Shakespeare. 

But the tone of these plays, with one exception, is not only more 
subjective but more incoherent than that of the older popular drama, 
Marston begins his poetic satire more in sorrow than in anger: 

Thou nursing Mother of fair wisdom’s lore, 

Ingenuous Melancholy, I implore 
Thy grave assistance; 

and the plays are similarly afflicted by that feeling of personal in¬ 
dignity that Hamlet had considered reason for suicide: 

* Luxury meant ‘incontinence’. Courtiers’ patents of monopoly were highly 
unpopular just before 1600. 
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The insolence of office, and the spurns 
That patient merit of the unworthy takes. 

So much so, that in Marston and Webster, with all their accomplish¬ 
ment, this tense self-consciousness finally breaks down the dramatic 
structure altogether. 

In Tourneur’s Revenger's Tragedy, on the other hand, though the 
strain is more violent, popular tradition makes for more solidity; and 
this play can be matched for concentrated power with any dramatic 
writing save tlic handful of the greatest. 


Jolin Marston (1576-1634) was one of those experimenting minds 
with force and gifts enough to arrest attention, but without the depth 
or else the self-knowledge necessary for the creation of a fmished 
work of art. He could stimulate others (including, perhaps, Shake¬ 
speare in the writing of Hamlet), but his own work is a tangle of un- 
mastered emotions and undigested ideas. Some scruple or afterthought 
seems to intervene again and again between the personality of the 
dramatist and the action on the stage, so that the real centre of interest 
rests with neither but in some indefinite Hmbo that separates the two. 
His writing belongs to a period of nine years (1598-1607) following 
his Oxford studies and enrolment at the Middle Temple - a period 
which opened with erotic verses, succeeded at once by moral satire, 
and wluch included, in addition to some ten plays of his own, a 
stormy friendship with Ben Jonson and collaboration with him and 
Chapman in the lively comedy of Eastward Ho! He was ordained 
shortly afterwards (1609), and disappears from Hterature. It seems a 
reasonable inference that he found in the Church the source of moral 
authority vainly sought for in his plays.® 

Marston’s lack of balance is evident in liis turgid diction and forced 
syntax, and in revealing adjectives like strenuous and conscious, which 
arousedJonson’s ridicule. Yet even his bad writing can be impressive; 
there is a baffled energy, an agonized search for the raw material of 
existence, beneath his fumbling and his posing. And he is capable of 
sudden touches of deUcate beauty - ‘The pale Andromeda bedew’d 
with tears’ - as well as flashes of violent wit, like Antonio’s outburst 
after reading aloud a counsel of patience from Seneca: 
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Tliou wrapt in furs, breaking thy limbs Tore fixes, 

Forbid’st the frozen Zone to shudder. 

It was precisely from liis frustration that Marston brought something 
new to the stage. 

In Antonws Reuenge (1599) he twists Kyd*s plot of intrigue and 
vengeance into a medium for his intimate moral excitement. Here, 
Marston is obsessed with an unmanageable vision of‘what men were, 
and are’ and ‘what men must be*. Revenge imposes a conflict between 
stoicism and passion.* The two stoics of this tragedy arc charged with 
the repugnant task of avenging their predecessors in Atitouio and 
MeUida. ‘Man will break out, despite Philosophy*, and the deed of 
blood is accomplished. But Marstoifs stoicism labours under the 
burden of a superhuman morality. Without Hicroniino*s excuse of a 
vain recourse to law, Marston’s Antonio is even more deeply infected 
by Scnccan ruthlcssncss. Yet the poet cannot resist impartuig a tone 
of ethical loftiness to his avengcr*s moutliings, so that he becomes at 
times a kind of pre-Nictzschcan superman, beyond good and evil; as 
in the church scene (in, iii), before liis father*s hearse, where he stabs 
the murderer’s innocent son with a kiss, a tag from Seneca, and the 
exulting cry: 

Methiiiks I pace upon the front of Jove, 

And kick corruption with a scornful heel, 

Gripping this flesh, disdaui mortality. 

As if in recoil, the Stoics acknowledge the mor;iJ law when their re¬ 
venge is completed, not by dying, like Hieronimo, but tlirough pur¬ 
gation; 

We know the world, and did we know no more, 

We would not live to know: but since constraint* 

Of holy bands forceth us keep this lodge 
Of dirt’s corruption, till dread power calls 
Our souls’ appearance, we will live enclos’d 
In holy verge of some religious order, 

Most constant votaries, (v. vi) 

But the gesture towards suicide here disturbs the religious theme of 
resignation; and equally, in the play as a whole, revulsion from life 

* Constraint Of holy bands: i.c. against suicide (cp. Hamlet’s wish that ‘the 
Everlasting had not fix’d His canon ’gainst self-slaughter’). 
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itself (‘this lodge Of dirt’s corruption’) is stronger than any feeling 
roused directly by the revenge theme. Characteristically* Antonio 
chooses for his disguise (iv. i) the role of a fool* insensible to passion. 

In Marston’s most effective play, the tragi-comedy of The MaU 
content {1604),'^ this revulsion turns to satire; and with Altofront, the 
banished Duke of Genoa, rctuniing for revenge under the alias of 
Malevole, the disguise of fool is exchanged for that of philosopher- 
buffoon, wliich enables him to retaliate directly against the world in 
general: 

this disguise doth yet afford me that 
Wliich kings do seldom hear, or great men use, 

Free speech. 

A tangible opportunity arises, meanwhile, from the corruption of the 
usurper’s court: the new Duke’s favourite is the accepted lover of liis 
Duchess. From the promiscuity of the Duchess and the favourite’s 
ambition, there follow a scries of ironic reversals which lead finally to 
Malevole’s triumph and the repentance of his chief adversaries; and 
the swirling roundabout of passion, wliich had made the previous 
play absurd, now begins to approximate to the serio-comic gyrations 
of a satire of humours. One innovation is the prose of comic rhapsody 
which Marston concocts for the favourite’s alternating speeches of 
gloating and fren2y (i. v-vii); and at one point he touches an irony of 
a sharper kind. While the Duke and his attendants prepare to kill the 
Duchess’s lover in her bedchamber, two ladies cross the stage, deep 
in conversation with MaquereUe, the court bawd (11. iv). They are 
discussing a posset; and the burlesque of Maquerelle’s professional ad¬ 
vice, with its echo of the poetry of death and decay, gives a resonant 
undertone to tlic violence of the main intrigue: 

cat me of this posset, quicken your blood, and preserve your 
beauty, do you know Doctor Plaster-face? by this curd, he is the 
most exquisite in forging of veins, spright*ning of eyes, dyeing 
of hair, sleeking of skins, surphleing^ of breasts, blanching and 
bleaching of teeth, that ever made an old lady gracious by torch¬ 
light; by tliis curd, la!.., 

Men say, let them say what they will:if they lose youth and 
beauty, they gain wisdom and discretion: but when our beauty 


* Surphking: washing with cosmetics. 
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fades, goodnight with us, there cannot be an uglier tiling to see 
than an old woman, from which, oh pruning, pinching, and 
painting, deliver all sweet beauties. 

Tliis blending of disjointed cliattcr with the strain of comic rhapsody 
is at once grotesque and pathetic. 

But Marston cannot submerge himself consistently in his play. The 
ironic speeches are over-written, especially those of the Malcontent 
himself, with In’s ‘dreams, dreams, visions, fantasies, Chimaeras, 
imaginations, tricks, conceits'. Sometimes he is both irrelevant and 
obscene; at other moments, self-pitying: 

Only the Malcontent, that 'gainst his fate 
Repines and quarrels, alas, he's goodnian tcll-clock. 

Like the invocation to Melancholy at the beginning of his verse 
satire, this breaks down tlie dramatist's pretence to objectivity - a 
pretence already severely strained by the knowingness and vindictive¬ 
ness in his treatment of sex. In Iiis last two tragedies (c. 1606), he 
rushes again from one extreme to another. Sophotiisha, Wonder of 
Women and The Insatiate Countess show that Marston, to the end of 
liis poetic career, was unable to bridge the gap between rhetorical 
idealism and rhetorical disgust. 


There is no certainty about the authorship of that sombre masterpiece. 
The Revenger*s Tragedy (1606-7). Very little is knovm of the suppo.scd 
author, Cyril Tourneur (c. 1570/80-1626), except that he was prob¬ 
ably of gentle origin, that he saw military and diplomatic service 
abroad under tlie patronage of the Cecils and the Veres, and that he 
died in poverty. The one surviving play undoubtedly his. The 
Atheist's Tragedy (1611), though interesting and unusual, is so much 
inferior and unlike that many scholars would deny them a common 
author. And, since the disputed masterpiece is a tissue of resemblances 
to the work of many others - to Marston and Shakespeare, to Middle- 
ton, Jonson, Chettle, and Dekkci - any unknown, impressionable 
genius of die time may have written it. But its imagery and moral 
tone are consistent with an obscure verse allegory on religion, The 
Transformed Metamorphosis^ published by Tourneur in 1600; and to 
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give the play to any otlier candidate (to Middleton, for instance) 
would raise problems of artistic continuity even more difficult than 
those involved in attributing it to the writer of The Atheist*s Tragedy, 
With Tourneur, then, rests the benefit of the doubt.* 

Whoever the author of The Revenger*s Tragedy, the play is unique 
in its unremitting sardonic fury and compression of language. Few 
actions on the Jacobean stage are swept forward so impetuously; and 
nowhere, outside Shakespeare and Jonson, is the essence of the drama 
- the symbolization of evil ~ so firmly embedded in its imagery, in the 
sensory impact, the movement, the inner tension of its words. T. S. 
Eliot has pointed out the ‘closeness of the emotional pattern’ in The 
Revenger's Tragedy; and the plot, as Miss Bradbrook has shown, is a 
network of ironic illustrations of villainy hoisted on its own petard, 
and of divine vengeance contrasted with human. The people of the 
play belong to this pattern completely; they have no humanity out¬ 
side it, but are solely ‘characters* in the Jacobean hterary sense, ab¬ 
stract qualities of good or evil rhetorically heightened and endowed 
here with a burning intensity of passion. From the opening tirade, 
moreover, from Vindice’s first harsh contradictions as, holding a skull 
in his hand, he watches the torch-lit procession of his enemies across 
the stage, it is evil that predominates: 

Duke! royal lecher! go, grey-haired adultery I 

And thou his son, as impious as he: 

And thou his bastard, true begot in evil: 

And thou his duchess, that will do with devil: 

Four cxccDent characters 1 ^ 

‘Swimming*, ‘swelling*, ‘hurrying*, ‘steeped* in evil, the court and 
their victims are carried headlong to destruction. 

Evil tramples on goodness with the twofold irresistible forces of 
lust and of money. Human justice, as depicted, for example, by the 
Duke’s son Lussurioso, is irretrievably corrupt: 

* Excellent here means 'excelling, egregious* (compare the punning sense of 
royal in the first line); and characters has the sense indicated above (cp.Webster 
(?) in Overbury’s Characters, 1615: 'To square out a character by our English 
level, it is a picture... quaintly drawn in various colours, all of them heightened 
by one shadowing*. According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the word was 
not used in the senses of 'moral constitution* and 'personality in a play* until 
1647 and 1749 respectively). 
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for offences. 

Gilt o’er with mercy, show like fairest women, 

Good only for their beauties, wliich waslicd off. 

No sin is uglier *. (i. U) 

For Vindicc, divine justice carries a similar grim irony: 

Why docs not earth start up. 
And strike tlie sins tliat tread upon’t? O, 

Were’t notfor gold and women, there would be no damnation. 
Hell would look like a lord’s great kitchen without fire in’tf 
But ’twas decreed, before tlic world began, 

That they should be the hooks to catch at man. (n. i) 

The hypnotism of evil, of prcdcstmed damnation, is felt with a kind 
of dulled anguish throughout the play - ‘It is our blood to err, though 
hell gape wide’; and the effect of tliis is redoubled by the many 
references to time. Tourneur sets the ‘vicious minute’ of seduction 
against Vindicc’s premeditated moment of revenge (i. i); against tlie 
long months the old Duke requires for penitence, or the lifetime of 
his bastard, Spurio - 

Half-damjicd in the conception by the justice 
Of that uiibribed cvcrlastiiig law; - 

or, fmally, against ‘the doom irrevocable’ ofjudgemcnt and execution: 
‘The hour beckons us. The headsman waits’. But purity, meanwhile, 
is remote or helpless: Vindicc’s sister, Castiza, is soured by poverty 
(ri. i); Ills father, oppressed by the court, has died ‘Of discontent, the 
noble man’s consumption*; the mistress whose skull he carries has 
been poisoned by the Duke. And Vindicc liimsclf is sucked into the 
wliirlpool of evil, forsaking liis ‘honesty’ (‘For to be honest is not to 
be i’ die world’) when he embarks on his revenge under the disguise 
of a pander to Lussurioso. From one aspect, the play is a nightmare 
of the Calvinist sense of sin. 

Yet it is misleading to dwell on this exclusively;® the play has httlc, 
for example, of the spectral quality associated with niglitmarc. Nar¬ 
rowly intensified though it is, Tourneur’s satire on evil, inseparable 
from liis revenge theme, is remarkably concrete, exuberant, and 

♦ Cp. Hamlet, ra. i (‘The harlot’s check Lear, rv. vi ('Plate sin with 
gold ...’), and Marston’s Maqucrellc (p. 340,above). For Lussurioso, an Italian¬ 
ized Morality name, cp. p. 337 above, and Middleton, The Phoenix, 
t Hell... in't: alluding to the decay of‘hospitality*. 

343 



PART THREE 


alert. It belongs to the age, not to one niind alone; and there is a 
masterful, impersonal irony in the sequence of moral perversion and 
of punishment that runs tlirough the play. In one part of liis mind, 
however, in his raging horror of poverty and decay, Tourneur resents 
the laws of his world. Conflict between these two attitudes precludes 
tlie detachment of genuine tragedy; but it contributes directly to the 
physical vigour of his satire. 

Tourneur’s images suggest continually that the court society he 
depicts has grossly perverted the natural, accepted standards of living. 
His spokesmen are depressed minor gentry; he identifies Nature and 
neglected imiocence with the old-fashioned manor. A number of 
metaphors emphasize this point of view (vengeance is ‘murder’s quit- 
rent’, for example); while to the court world of bribery and prosti¬ 
tution, with its shifting false appearances - the cosmetics, the torch- 
hght, the jewels, the masks and revelling repeatedly pictured in the 
action and the poetry - Tourneur opposes liis abiding reality, the 
skull. Such a contrast is essentially traditional. Much of the treatment 
is contemporary; from The Malcontent and the disciplined irony of 
Jonson’s Volpene (1605), for example, comes Tourneur’s general plan 
of a society of vicious humours wliich draws to itself a disguised 
avenger-satirist who hastens its inner tendency to dissolution. But his 
central metaphors of disguise or transformation also reach back, 
through Jonson, to popular tradition. And liis satiric tirades gain 
vigour and assurance from the custom of the Morality plays dealing 
with social abuses, where the Deadly Sins disguise themselves from 
the other actors, but address tlic audience directly in mocking terms 
of frankness. What Tourneur himself contributes is a uniquely stria 
attention to his images, both as emblems and realities, and to his 
words, both as sounds and as clusters of meaning. 

In Tourneur, the enraged melancholy of Marston is controlled and 
direaed by a quicker social perception and a striaer economy of 
language. Vindice’s first soliloquy is typical, with its moral loathing 
and its physical loathing of old age, gripped in extraordinary satiric 
concentration: 

O that marrowless age 

Should stuff the hollow bones with damned desires 1 
And, ’stead of heat, kindle infernal fires 
Within the spendthrift veins of a dry duke, 
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A parched and juicelcssluxur. O God, one 
That has scarce blood enough to live upon; 

And he to riot it, like a son and heir I 

O, the thought of that 

Turns my abused heart-strings into fret.... 

And, while Tourneur’s imagery is unusually tliick with seriously 
meant punning, as in Vindice’s descant a moment later on the eye- 
sockets of the skull: 

When two heaven-pointed diamonds were set 
In those unsightly rings, 

it is also capable of unusual realistic exactness. Nearness to colloquial 
prose is as much part of his strength as close-knit symboUsm, and liis 
verse, unlike Marston’s, is seldom tlnown out of stride by the pauses 
and diversions in its metrical onrush: 

WTio’d sit at home in a neglected room. 

Dealing her short-lived beauty to tJic pictures, 

That are as useless as old men, when those 
Poorer in face and fortune than herself 
Walk with an hundred acres on their backs, 

Fair meadows cut into green foreparts? 

Tliis speech (ii. i) has none of the romantic overtones of, for instance, 
Shakespeare’s lines: 

The chariest maid is prodigal enough 
If she unveil her beauty to tlie moon. 

In its place, however, Tourneur’s shabby-genteel lifelcssncss is fuUy 
justified; ‘pictures’ is exaaly right. 

But Tourneur’s greatest power appears in those tirades, or sinister 
extravaganzas, where his measured irony is united with images of 
fantastic distortion. These are mostly descriptions of revelling,^® like 
the sohloquy of Spurio (a figure reminiscent of Edmund in Lear), 
where he pictures the ‘wliisperii^ and withdrawing hour* of his 
bastardizing : 

Faith, if the truth were known, I was begot 
After some gluttonous dimier; some stirring dish 
Was my first father, when deep healths went round, 

And ladies* cheeks were painted red with wine. (i. ii) 


A.S. -16 
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This Breughcl-like irony appears again in Antonio’s account (i. iv) of 
the ‘revelling night* when liis wife had been raped: 

Wlicn torclilight made an artificial noon 
About the court, some courtiers in the mask. 

Putting on better faces than their own, 

Being full of fraud and flattery.... 

It reaches its height in the dance of words of the temptation scene 
(u. i), where Vindice in disguise, having won over liis mother 
Gratiana - 

I would raise my state upon her breast; 

And call her eyes my tenants ~ 

now attempts with her aid to corrupt liis sister for Lussurioso: 

TINDICE. How blessed arc you! you have happiness alone; 

Others must fall to tliousands, you to one, 

Suflicient in liimsclf to make your forehead 
Dazzle the world with jewels, and petitionary people 
Start at your presence.. 

O, tliink upon the pleasures of the palace! 

Secured ease and state! the stirring meats, 

Ready to move out of the dishes, that e’ai now 
Quicken when they are eaten! 

Banquets abroad by torchlight! music I sports I 
Bareheaded vassals, that had ne’er the fortune 
To keep on their own hats, but let honisf wear ‘cm! 

Nine coaches waiting - hurry, hurry, hurry - 

CASTiZA. Ay, to the devil, 

VENDiCE. Ay, to the devil: [Aside.] To the duke, by my faith. 
GRATIANA. Ay, to the dukc: daughter, you’d scorn to tliink o* 
the devil, ati} you were there once.... 

fittingly, then, the final revenge, against Lussurioso, is executed 
under cover of a mask (v. iii). But poetic justice has already been 
dealt out in the scene of the ‘unsunned lodge, Wlicrcin 'tis night at 
noon’ (m. iv), and where the old Duke, also employing Vindice as liis 

* Dazzle ... presence: cp. the jewels described in the temptation scene in 
Volpone (in. iii); also The Malcontent (i. v) on the 'petitionary vassals’ following 
a court favourite. 

f Homs: refers to the stock Elizabethan jokes about cuckoldry. 
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pander, is lured into kissing the poison-smeared skull of Vindicc'i 
mistress. 

Before the Duke appears in this scene, Vindicc utters his famous 
soliloquy to the skull. His speech seems to echo two passages from 
Middleton. One comes from The Phoenix (n. ii; 1602): 

Why should this fellow be a lord by birth. 

Being by blood a knave, one that would sell 
His lordship if he like her ladyship? 

The other, from Your Five Gallants (m. ii; 1605-7), where a highway¬ 
man, having robbed his companion, finds on him the very string of 
pearls he had stolen previously for his mistress: 

Does my boy pick and I steal to enrich myself, to keep her, to 
maintain him? why, tliis is right the sequence of the world. A 
lord maintains her, she maintains a knight, he maintains a whore, 
she maintains a captain.... 

For Vindice, however, this ‘sequence of the world* concentrates the 
whole drama; while the skull, much as for Hamlet, becomes the final 
result, the unconscious goal, of all the transactions in a distorted 
society. *Yon fellow* is at once his imagined highwayman, the ap¬ 
proaching Duke, and the Dukc*s youngest stepson (who has been 
executed for rape in the previous scene); and the skull now suggests 
‘all the betrayed women* of the play, in a tirade of astonishing com¬ 
pression and force 

Does the silkworm expend her ycUow laboun 
For thee? for thee docs she undo herself? 

Are lordships sold to maintain ladyships 
For the poor benefit of a bewitching minute f 
Why docs yon fellow falsify highways 
And put his life between the judge’s lips, 

To refine such a thing, keeps horse and men 
To beat their valours for her? 

Surely we arc all mad people, and they 
Whom we think arc, are not; we mistake those; 

’Tis we arc mad in sense, they but in clothes, (in. iv) 

The silkworm here calls up both the physical quaHties of gold, silk, 
and paleness, and a social contrast between the fine lady and the poor, 
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sallow spinner or the ‘careful sisters*^ of the streets — a contrast made 
explicit in the next speech, but already telescoped here into the one 
word ‘undo’. From the tliird line onwards, the dissolution of social 
values (fiercely driven home by the alliteration) is identified with the 
contrasts of time and eternity current throughout the play; and the 
highwaymen (or courtiers) who ‘beat their valours* provide an ironic 
climax, both in the arrested crescendo of the rhythm and in the 
vigorous image of self-destroying exertion. ‘Beats* suggests ‘baiting* 
(in the two senses of ‘worrying’ and ‘feeding’), also the lowering 
(‘abating’) of‘values’, as well as the wiiipping of horsesf; once again, 
contradictory effects of social activity are fused into a single image by 
means of a pun. 

A triumph like this involves tense equihbrium between seeing 
human actions as personal, individual, and seeing them allegorically, 
as incidents of an eternal design. But the tension could hardly be sus¬ 
tained. Especially in the sub-plot of temptation, the writing is some¬ 
times forced and casuistic, or else (iv. iv) it relaxes into preaching (like 
Dekker’s Honest Whore). In tempting his mother and sister, Vindicc 
has been forced into an artificial dilemma, whereby the dramatist tries 
to fuse the religious suggestion of pollution on entry into ‘the world* 
with the social dilemma underlying liis whole play, his uncompromis¬ 
ing alternative of poverty or corruption. This triumph, then, is 
largely emotional. Li The Atheist*s Tragedy,^* Tourneur tries to solve 
his dilemma by reasoning; villainy appears as the product of a false 
pliilosophy of Nature, and the hero, withholding from revenge on 
religious scruples, is amply rewarded in worldly goods, Tliis gives a 
new turn to the revenge theme; but the second play is slack and 
feeble by comparison with the first. The Revenger*s Tragedy is the last, 
as wcU as the most brilliant, attempt to present the emotional con¬ 
flicts of Renaissance society within the framework of moral allegory. 
★ ♦ ★ 

* Cp, n. ii: ‘And careful sisters spin that thread i’ the night That does main¬ 
tain them and their bawds i’ the day’, A tract of c. 1607, opposing commercial 
excess, lists, among Nature’s bounties, ‘from the poor silkworm, the costly 
apparel, of silks and velvets’; and adds: ‘Arc not these infinite blessings, suffi¬ 
cient for men to content themselves with all, but they must needs go further?’ 
{Reason*s Academy - Sir John Davies, Works, cd. Grosart, ii. 196-7). 

t beat and bait had the same sound (also to beat money meant to coin it 
(N.E.D.)). 
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With the best known of these three dramatists, John Webster (c. 
1570/80-1634/8), the allegory has worn to slireds. Webster is, in a 
sense, more modem - more sceptical and more romantic - than either 
of his predecessors. His paraphernalia of revenge and torture are 
neither purely sensational nor emblems of poetic justice, but are pre¬ 
sented with an effort at naturalism, and with the aim of exciting ner¬ 
vous horror and foreboding; and his people declaim or philosophize 
with an acrid tang of personality. He composed deliberately, re¬ 
shaping the phrases of Montaigne, or Sidney’s Arcadia^ or Donne into 
the fantastic simihtudes of a fashionable ‘charactcr’-writcr; he studied 
his theatrical associates with carc;^* and the tragedies which have made 
his fame, The White Devil (1611-12) and The Duchess of Malfi (1613- 
14), which happen to be the first of liis own plays extant, are the 
fruits of ten years or more of dramatic apprenticeship. Webster is 
sopliisticated; but his sophistication belongs to decadence. The poet’s 
solemnity and his groping for a new basis for tragedy only serve to 
expose his imier bewilderment and liis lack of any deep sense of com¬ 
munion with his pubUc. 

Webster sees Jacobean ‘greatness* as hopelessly corrupt - so much is 
implied in his elegy for Prince Henry {A Monumental Column, 1612), 
as well as in the two Italian plays. And with it, all human values are 
tarnished. In a parable inserted in the elegy. Pleasure is said to have 
come to earth from heaven, only to be recalled on account of the 
prodigality of the times. She leaves beliind a robe, which is donned in 
masquerade by Sorrow: 

And since this cursed mask, wliich to our cost 
Lasts day and night, we have entirely lost 
Pleasure, who from heaven wills us be advis'd 
That our false Pleasure is but Care disguis’d. 

The loss of Pleasure and the masquerade of Care form the crux of the 
tragedies, to Webster’s ‘despair, or confusion’. At the same time, the 
revenge theme is both secondary and ambiguous, since Webster’s 
avenging Dukes and Cardinals are at once the upholders of public 
convention and deep-dyed machiavcllians. The main interest centres 
on two groups of victims trapped by fate, the lovers in each play and 
the two scholars driven into evil by poverty, Flaniineo in The White 
Devil and Bosola in The Duchess of Malfi, 
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The emotions in these two plays are chaotic. The favourite source 
of Webster’s imagery is not the charnel-house meditations for which 
he is noted, but the agonies of the torture-chamber - battering, chok¬ 
ing, flaying, beheading; toothaclic, insomnia, fever; the stinging of 
bees; pressing to death with weights. And every sensation is inflamed, 
every emotion becomes an orgy. The men in Thf White Deuil speak 
in ‘thunder’; the women arc all ‘furies’; ‘earthquakes’ bounce into 
the dialogue with the alacrity of hailstones. Storming, defying, be¬ 
wailing, spartanizing; the set teeth, the bold front and the intolerable 
pang; these are almost the whole of Webster’s tragical repertory. He 
is highly ingenious in the rendering of sensations : 

rU make Italian cut-works in their guts 

If ever I return. (W.D., l. i.) 

I am confident, Iiad I bin damn’d in hell. 

And should have heard of this, it would have put me 
Into a cold sweat. (D.Af., I. iv.) 

But his dialogue swings between maxims too sententious for the 
occasion and outbursts bordering on hysteria; while antithesis be¬ 
tween pleasure and pain forms, in effect, tlie whole substance of liis 
philosophy: 

Pleasure of life, what is’t? only the good hours 
Of an ague, (D.Af., v. iv.) 

The virtuous wife in the earlier play and the tyrannous brother in the 
later are seized with exactly the same language of sadistic frenzy; the 
ruffian Lodovico and the gentle Duchess arc made to die with exactly 
the same parade of Senecan bravado (W,D., v. vi; D.M., rv. ii). The 
only alternative is Webster’s nostalgia for unattainable innocence, as 
in Cornelia’s exquisite dirge (‘Cali for die robin-red-breast and the 
wren’; IF.D., v. iv), or in his many references in both plays to birds 
and to cliildhood. 

This attitude vitiates what is relatively new (or Shakespearian) in 
his plays, their intimate flashes of personality. There is no parallel in 
Marston or Tourneur, for example, to Webster’s romantic treatment 
of the criminal love between Duke Brachiano and his white devil, 
Vittoria. But wliile every sensation here is extremely vivid, the total 
effect is blurred. In the quarrel scene (iv, ii), for instance, the moral 
awakening of the lovers is swamped in their anguish for lost Pleasure: 
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BRACHIANO. Yoiir beauty! O, ten thousand curses on’tl 
How long have I beheld the devil in crystal j 
Thou hast led me, like an heathen sacrifice, 

With music and with fatal yokes of flowers. 

To my eternal ruin. Woman to man 
Is either a God or a wolf.... 

VITTORIA. Fare you well, sir; let me hear no more of you. 

I had a limb corrupted to an ulcer, 

But I have cut it off: and now I’ll go 
Weeping to heaven on crutches.... 

O that 1 could toss myself 

Into a grave as quickly.. .. [She throws herself upon a bed.] 

The quarrel as such leads to reconciliation, and thence to the lovers* 
doom; but their dcclamatiom lead nowhere. As usual in Webster, 
seeming changes of mind merely give a colouring of dramatic irony, 
wliile the characters continue as before; tliis theatrical sleight-of- 
hand links his methods of construction with those of Fletcher. 

Unlike Vittoria, the Duchess of Malfi is almost blameless. A young 
widow, she remarries beneath her, secretly, and against her brothers* 
wishes; but these blemishes on her conduct, stressed in Wcbstcr*s 
narrative source,^* arc almost unfelt in liis portrayal of her gracious 
charm, shining out beside her brothers* blackness. Yet she, too, is 
pursued by guilt, by a premonition of disaster, even in her wooing: 

You do tremble: 

Make not your heart so dead a piece of flesh. 

To fear more than to love me. Sir, be confident: 

What is’t distracts you? Tliis is flesh and blood, sir; 

*Tis not the figure cut in alabaster 
Kneels at my husband’s tomb. 

{I.i) 

This lends a kind of allegorical fimess to her long-drawn-out tor¬ 
ments (Act iv), which bring her ‘by degrees to mortification*, but 
which otherwise deserve Shaw*s gibe at Webster as ‘Tussaud laureate*. 
Wcbstcr*s finest sustained writing conveys with terrible immediacy 
her exhaustion and yearning to escape from consciousness: 

rU tell thee a miracle - 
I am not mad yet, to my cause of sorrow. 
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Th* heaven o*cr my head seems made of molten brass. 

The earth of flaming sulphur, yet 1 am not mad: 

I am acquainted with sad misery 

As the tanned gallcv-slavc is with his Oar; 

Necessity makes me suffer constantly, 

And custom makes it easy. - Who do I look like now? 

(IV. ii) 

Like the quarrel scene, however, this poignant declamation has no 
further effect on tlic moral sclicme of the play. It marks the limit of 
Webster’s insight; and the closing question (wliich invites die maid’s 
comparison with ‘reverend monuments’) indicates his habitual falling 
back on showmansliip. The remainder of the action consists of 
tedious moralizing, posturing, and blood-and-thunder. 

But Webster’s determination to manoeuvre liis characters into a 
trap is most evident with the two scholar-villains, Flaminco and 
Bosola, who combine this role with that of malcontent satirist. 
Evidently Webster felt uneasy with this unhfelikc stage convention,* 
wliich belongs to the impersonal mode of ‘humour’ comedy; his 
satirists are more introspective and more mannered than their pre¬ 
decessors in Marston and Tourneur, but also more disjointed - 
Flamineo’s temptation scene, for instance, is a hollow echo of Vin- 
dice’s, and Bosola’s disquisition on women’s painting is gratuitous and 
nasty. Their strongest satiric note is the horror of economic ‘necessity*: 
Fiamineo, with his bragging defiance on behalf of 

the beggary of courtiers. 

The discontent of churchmen, want of soldiers. 

And all the creatures that hang manacled. 

Worse tlian strappadoed, on the lowest felly 
Of Fortune’s wheel, 

which is varied, through ‘all the weary minutes’ of his life, with his 
anxiety about renewed poverty and neglect; or Bosola demanding 
‘Who would rely on these miserable depcndancics, in expectation to 
be advanced tomorrow? what creature ever fed worse than hoping 
Tantalus?’ Yet each is made to forfeit his hard-gained experience, as 
well as his conscience, in order to return to that very situation; their 
parts arc manipulated so as to ring the changes on cynicism and re- 

* See Flamineo’s speech: *It may appear to some ridiculous Thus to talk 
knave and madman... .* iv. ii). 
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morse. And their sense of futility is extended to other characters as well* 
Later, in The Devil*s Law Case (1619-20) ^ndAppius and Virginia (c. 
1630), Webster returns again to themes of ‘impossible desire* and 
situations where ‘pity would destroy pity*. Haunted by his pre¬ 
decessors’ conception of moral law, he can neither accept nor amend 
it; in a world he sees as corrupt through and through, he can only ex¬ 
ploit his own discomfort. 

Behind The Revenger*s Tragedy are traditional ideas and attitudes of 
mind which were shared by the public as a whole in their life outside 
die theatre; with all its violent personal feeling, the drama does no 
more tlian give these public traditions flesh and blood. Webster’s 
agitation and Webster’s subtlety show die emergence of a new kind 
of tragedy, more romantic and more narrowly theatrical. But the 
kernel of Elizabethan popular tradition has crumbled away, and only 
the husk remains. 


NOTES 

1. Grcvillc, Life cf Sidney (cd. Nowell Smith, 1907), 221; Puttenham, Art of 
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3. See L. Zaiita, La Renaissance du Stoicisme au xvi* siicle and M. H. Higgins, 
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(1947)- 

4. Ed- G. B. Harrison (Bodlcy Head Quartos, 1925). 
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(1935). 
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ascribed to Tourneur by a printer in 1656. For Middleton’s authorship, see 
E. H. C. OUphant, in Studies in Philology XXVII and XXXH (1926 and 1935); 
also S. Schoenbaum, in Notes and Queries, vol. 196, Jan. 1951. For common 
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10 Cp. Sir John Harington’s letter describing the court festivities for the 
King of Denmark in 1606: think the Dane hath strangely wrought on our 
good English nobles; for those, whom I could never get to taste good liquor, 
now follow the fashioxi, and wallow in beastly delights. The ladies abandon 
their sobriety, and arc seen to roll about in intoxication’. There follows an up¬ 
roarious account of the mask before the two kings in July, at which Faith, 
Hope, and Charity were not merely drunk but ‘sick and spewing’; and 
Harington contrasts this disorder with the court of Elizabeth. ‘I ne’er did sec 
such lack of good order, discretion, and sobriety, as I have now done. ... The 
gunpowder fright is got out of all our heads, and wc arc going on, hereabouts, 
as if the devil was contriving every man should blow himself up, by wild riot, 
excess, and devastation of time and temperance. The great ladies do go well- 
masked, and, indeed, it be the only show of their modesty, to conceal their 
countenance; but abek, they meet witli such countenance to uphold their 
strange doings, that I marvel not at aught that happens’ {Nti^ae Antiquae, cd. 
Park, i. 348-53; cp. Chambers, EJizabtthan Stagr, i. 172). 

11. For detailed analyses of this speech, see M. C. Bradbrook, Themes and 
Conventions of Elizabethan Tragedy, 171-2, and L. G. Salingar, 'R.T. and the 
Morality Tradition’, in Scrutiny VI (1938). Tourneur’s imagery is also 
analysed by U. M. EUis-Fermor (cp. n. 8, above) and by L. Lockert, in The 
Parrott Presentation Volume (ed, Hardin Craig), 103 ff. 

12. Sec M. C. Bradbrook, op. cit., 174 if.; H. Jenkins, in Review of English 
Studies XVII (1941), a suggestive study of Tourneur’s work as a whole; and 
M. H. Higgins, on ‘Calvinistic Thought in A.T.\ in R.E.S. XEX (1943). For the 
religious restraint on vengeance in A.T., cp. Cliapman, Revenge of Bussy 
UAmbois (c, 1610), and sec the following studies: P. Simpson, ‘The Theme of 
Revenge in Elizabethan Tragedy’, in Proceedings of the British Academy XXI 
(1935)1 P- T. Bowers, op. cit., 139 ff.; H. H. Adams, in Journal of English and 
Germanic Philology XLVIII (1949); J. J. Lawlor on Hamlet, in R.E.S., New 
Scries, I (1950). 

13. Sec The White Devil {to the Reader); Webster’s Works, cd. F. L. Lucas, 
1927, I. 15-63, is tlic fullest survey of Webster's career and his imitation. 
M. C. Bradbrook, op. cit., 186 ff., is helpful on his stage technique. 

14. Webster’s source was Wm. Painter, The Palace of Pleasure, 1566 (ed. 
J. Jacobs, 1890, III). 
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Professor of English Literature^ University of Manehester 


The author of Women Beware Women (c. 1621) and The Changeling 
(1622) was sixteen years younger than Shakespeare, and wrote liis two 
memorable tragedies some years after Shakespeare’s death. The plays 
themselves leave us in no doubt whatsoever that he knew, and had 
learned from, Shakespeare’s works. Nevertheless, they cannot be dis¬ 
missed as merely derivative. Thomas Middleton (1580-1627) is, more 
completely and exclusively tlian any of his contemporaries, a realist. 
His tragedies carry conviction not as allegories or symbolist poems or 
expanded metaphors but as presentations of human character, hold¬ 
ing our attention by their profundity and truth. At the same time, 
they are not naturalistic plays of the modem kind. Middleton is a 
poetic dramatist, and takes full advantage of the peculiar opportunities 
available to him as such. In particular, his blank verse is an instru¬ 
ment such as T. S. Eliot tried to shape for himself in The Cochail 
Party: a form of versification and an idiom which would serve 
all my purposes, without recourse to prose, and be capable of un¬ 
broken transition between the most intense speech and the most 
relaxed dialogue’ {Poetry and Drama). The value of such an instm- 
ment to the dramatist can be amply illustrated from Middleton's 
tragedies. 

When he began Women Beware Women, he had been writing 
dramatic blank verse for about twenty years. His best plays had been 
comedies of intrigue presenting that contemporary class war in which 
needy and amorous gallants cuckolded, and were fleeced by, greedy 
and ambitious tradesmen; in writing these, he had, between 1602 and 
1613, served his apprenticeship to realism. He had also written, or 
participated in, several romantic comedies and a single rambling and 
incoherent tragedy, Hengist, King of Kent; or. The Mayor of Queeth 
borough (c. 1616-20).^ Tliese various works consist very largely of 
prose; but they had also given Middleton much practice in writing 
verse. As a result, his mature verse is easy, supple, and compact, 
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capable of adjusting itself as readily and as unobtrusively to the most 
pedestrian as to the most imaginative of meanings. 

Above all, it is dramatic. When, in IVomcti Beware Women (ra. i), 
Bianca is invited by the Duke to a banquet, the first impulse of her 
anxious husband Lcantio is to conceal her. Her indignant protest 
against tliis, her scornful diagnosis of his behaviour, and, after he 
has desperately and pleadingly explained it, her mocking lauglitcr, 
vicious taunts, and off-hand departure are all conveyed in verse which 
makes no pretence of being decorative but is flexible, forceful, and 
concise. 

BIANCA. Would you keep me closer yet? 

Have you the conscience? you’re best e’en clioke me up, sir: 

You make me fearful of your health and wits, 

You cleave to such wild courses; what’s the matter? 
lEANTto. Why, arc you so insensible of your danger 
To ask that now? the Duke himself has sent for you 
To lady Livia’s to a banquet, forsooth. 

BIANCA. Now I beshrew you heartily, has he sol 
And you the man would never yet vouclisafe 
To tell me on’t till now? you show your loyalty 
And honesty at once; and so farewell, sir. 

LEANT I o. Bianca, whither now? 

BIANCA. Why, to the Duke, sir; 

You say he sent for me. 

Even more forceful and concise, thanks to a homely but unexpected 
and ludicrously apphed image wliich both expresses and implicitly 
criticizes her attitude, is Bianca's contemptuous retort, earlier in the 
same scene, to the rather sententious speech of Lcantio's mother in 
defence of her home: 

Troth, you speak wondrous well for your old house here; 

’Twill shortly fall down at your feet to thank you, 

Or stoop, when you go to bed, like a good child. 

To ask your blessing. 

In general, however, Middleton makes surprisingly little use in this 
play of the more obviously poetical resources of language. Many of 
the most tcUing speeches are brief, plain, almost prosaic statements, 
such as Hippolito's summing-up in the final scene: 

Lust and forgetfulness has been amongst ua, 

And wc are brought to nothing. 
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This summing-up refcn to both of the plots which compose 
JVofttett Bcwctfc Wottten, the plot of Bianca’s abandoning her husband 
Leantio for her seducer the Duke of Florence, and the plot of Isabella’s 
marrying the mentally retarded Ward in order to cover up her affair 
witli Hippolito. Employing mainly verse dialogue such as has just 
been illustrated, Middleton is able to present tlie main characters in 
both plots witli a degree of naturalism that was unusual on the early 
seventeenth-century stage; at the same time, die swift unfolding of 
events which was always permissible on that stage gave him the 
chance, which he took, of presenting characters who undergo sig¬ 
nificant development within the five-act limits. 

The play opens with the arrival of Bianca and Leantio at his 
mother’s house. Bianca is silent; but Leantio, in liis excited volubdity, 
reveals liimself almost as if in a dramatic monologue. He, a bourgeois 
who might almost liave come from the world of Middleton’s 
comedies, has eloped with the daughter of a wealthy Venetian family. 
In liis speeches, he discloses in turn iiis ardent possessiveness, his 
habitual anxiety, his sclf-congratulation on liis marriage as a step con¬ 
ducive to prudent and orderly living, and liis uneasiness at having 
stolen liis bride. But Ids pride in his possession makes it impossible for 
him to repent this theft. His mother suggests that Bianca may chafe 
at the meanness of her new life. While asking Ids modicr not to make 
her discontented by such talk, Leantio denies this; and Bianca, speak¬ 
ing for the first time, insists that she will be content with a quiet hfc 
shared with liim. Soliloquizing, he determines to keep her safely hid¬ 
den, witli Ids mother’s help, from his fcllow-Florentines. There is a 
bumptious, callow eagerness about his speeches in this scene; a naive, 
febrile pride in Ids acquisition; and a rather priggish self-satisfaction. 

When, in i. iii, he has to leave home on business for a few days, he 
is tom between Ids desire for Bianca and the industry and thrift which 
are habitual witli him and in any case obUgatory. Bianca’s charms fail 
to detain him, however; and she consoles herself after his departure 
by watching a procession. One member of this, the Duke of Florence, 
observes her at the window. For her part, she has already heard of 
1dm from her mother-in-law; informed of his age, she has replied 
that fifty-five is 

no great age in man; he’s then at best 
For w^om and for judgement, 
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The seduction takes place in n. ii. The Duke's procuress is Livia, a 
wcaltliy court lady who in n. i has already performed a similar service 
for her brother Hippolito. By tliis time we know her well as a liearty, 
affectionate, lax creature, with a sardonic view, often wittily ex¬ 
pressed, of the injustice to women of the marital relationship, hi n. ii 
she displays her cunning even more elaborately than in Hippolito's 
service. She invites Leantio’s mother to her house, cajoles her into the 
admission that she has her son’s wife hving witli her, and invites 
Bianca to join them. Her courtly speech of welcome to Bianca is a 
striking instance of Middleton’s practised use of an unobtrusive 
metrical form to control tempo, pause, emphasis, and, above all, the 
complex and vaiy^ing tone of natural speech which these subserve; at 
die end of it, Livia presents to Bianca her friend Guardiano, 

A gentleman that ladies* rights stands for, 

That’s liis profession. 

He proceeds to show Bianca the ‘rooms and pictures* wliilc the older 
ladies settle down to a game of chess. 

Tliis situation - Leantio’s mother engaged in a game of chess wliilc 
Bianca is led unawares to her seducer - gives scope for that play of 
dramatic irony, innuendo, and double entendre which Middleton so 
often introduces to give concentration and depdi to liis tragic scenes 
and which makes diis particular episode verge on grim comedy. 

LIVIA, Alas, poor widow, I shall be too hard for thcc! 

MOTHER. You’re cunning at the game, I’ll be sworn, madam. 

LIVIA. It will be found so, ere I give you over. [Aside.] 

She that can place her man well - 

MOTHER. As you do, madam. 

LiviA. As I shall, wench, can never lose her game; 

Nay, nay, the black king’s mine. 

MOTHER. Cry you mercy, madam I 

LIVIA. And this my queen. 

MOTHER. 1 see’t now. 

In the theatre for wliich the play was written, the latter part of 
Bianca’s tour of the house was enacted on the upper or balcony stage 
wliile the game of chess continued below, both pairs of cliaractcrs in¬ 
volved being simultaneously visible to the audience. In these cir¬ 
cumstances, there can have been no mistaking the cliess-players* 
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sidelong allusions - deliberate on Livia*s part, unconscious on her op¬ 
ponent's - to what is afoot elsewhere in the building. 

Confronted by the Duke, Bianca is surprised and indignant. But 
the most significant thing in her speeches is her eventual appeal to 
him not to make her act against the dictates of her conscience. Evi¬ 
dently she fears the forces in herself wliich infidelity would release; 
she wishes to continue in the retirement and restraint wliich Leaiitio 
represents. The Duke, however, woos imperially, promises lavishly, 
and prevails; and wlien Bianca rtjtnns the chess-players the change in 
her has already begun. To be sure, she is horrified and indignant at 
her betrayal; but she c;ui also state ominously to Guardiano: 

Tm made btdd now, 

I thank thy treachery; sin and I'm acquainted, 

No couple greater. 

In the following scene (iii. i), passages from wliich have already been 
quoted, she is a very different person. She is discontented and demand¬ 
ing; off-hand when Lcantio returns home smugly congratulating 
liimsclfon the affectionate welcome which awaits him; and rutlilessly 
scornful when liis mother, who knows notliing of her seduction, falls 
in with her desire to accept the Duke's invitation. Her behaviour at 
die banquet (iii. ii) fully confirms the inferences which are to be 
drawn from all this; she is no longer capable even of the single re¬ 
morseful aside of the previous scene; she can now contradict her own 
earlier utterances by declaring that in marriage women strive mostly 
for ‘th* upper hand'; knowing that Lcantio is compelled to stand by, 
*a grudging man’, while the Duke courts her, she makes a ‘Bitter 
scoff' about willing cuckolds; and in the same spirit she pronounces, 
obviously with oblique reference to her own early married hfe, that 
the Ward might make a tolerable husband for Isabella if he were to be 
absent from home for long stretches. The greedy vanity which events 
have disclosed is now predominant in her and cannot be sated by any 
lesser person than the Duke himself; Lcantio is callously dismissed. 

Nor is he any longer the innocent he had been. During the earlier 
part of this scene, his embittered tone as he comments upon liis own 
hoUow merriment gives indirect outlet to liis abject misery. After 
Bianca's departure, however, he expresses his grief directly in soli¬ 
loquy with a greater depth and maturity of feeling than he has hitherto 
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manifested. He concludes that ‘some close bawd’ is responsible for 
what has happened, and at once, by a stroke of dramatic irony typical 
of Middleton, becomes aware of Livia who finds herself attracted to 
liim and has for some time been trying to catcli his attention. Her 
erotic advances meet with no response until he decides independently 
that for his own well-being he must hate Bianca. He then becomes 
Livia’s lover. To judge by liis behaviour in iv. i, however, liis principal 
motive in this is to demonstrate to liis wife that he too can find ac¬ 
ceptance, and indeed generous maintenance, elsewhere. Their dia¬ 
logue in this scene sliows that there is now little to choose between 
them. 

The sub-plot performs a similar function to that of the sub-plot in 
Kinj^ Lear; it echoes the main plot, extending and varying the ex¬ 
emplification there given of the central theme of ‘lust and forgetful¬ 
ness*. In both actions, die wife of a young and simple husband has a 
more experienced man as her lover; but in the sub-plot the husband 
is a lustful and brutish simpleton whom Isabella marries only in order 
to cloak her alfair with Hippolito. For Livia, playing the same role as 
in the main plot, has already brought these two together by falsely 
convincing Isabella that she is not Hippohto’s niece. These central 
characters arc presented with touches of shrewd psychology; but the 
importance of the sub-plot, wliich is, not surprisingly, the less fully 
worked out and realized of the two, is derived mainly from its par¬ 
ticipation in the whole design of the play. 

In the last act, Middleton falls back on to one of tlie conventional 
tragic endings of liis time: the treacherous revels. No doubt custom 
made this acceptable to the Jacobean audience; but to most modem 
readers this bout of amateur theatricals which results in the deaths of 
the Duke, Bianca, Livia, Guardiano, Hippolito, and Isabella seems 
bodi incredible and silly. (Leantio has already been killed by Hippolito, 
acting, ironically enough, as the defender of his sister’s honour.) The 
vengeful performers commit murder and suicide with blade, arrow, 
and poison gas; blundering domestics present an envenomed goblet 
to the wrong spectator; and the plotter who gives the signal for open¬ 
ing the trap-door falls liimsclf on to the spikes below. This ridiculous 
holocaust, manifestly the work of a dramatist who had lost interest in 
his characters as soon as their emotional development - or deteriora¬ 
tion - was complete, makes it impossible to praise Women Beware 
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Women as an entire work of art. But a play containing scenes such as 
those of Bianca’s seduction, the banquet, and Leantio’s visit to liis 
wife’s lodging at court, and involving personages such as Leantio, 
Li via, and, above all, Bianca herself, has clearly an enduring importance. 

The Changeling is known to have been written by Middleton in 
collaboration with William Rowley (c. 1585-1626). But that part of 
it for which Middleton must have been mainly responsible - the 
scenes composing the main plot - is usually, and justly, held to be his 
masterpiece. 

For this work, his characteristic verse has developed a special tone. 
I’his is anticipated here and there in Women Beumre Women; thus, to 
the sentence 

Lust and forgetfulness has been amongst us, 

And we are brought to nothing 

the falling rhythm superimposed upon the almost inaudible metrical 
beat gives a hushed, brooding intensity which suggests many passages 
in the later play. The full emergence of this tone seems to be con¬ 
nected with Middleton’s extraordinary reliance in The Changeling 
upon the soliloquy or aside. He had made copious use of tliis in liis 
earlier plays, very often as a handy mechanism for quickly taking up 
the slack of an intrigue; but in The Changeling it becomes the natural 
and inevitable vehicle for some of his most importimt perceptions, 
and as such provides many of the chief occasions for the exploitation 
of the verse tone which is characteristic of the play. Thus, early in 
u. i the evil and repulsive De Flores, that 'ominous ill-fac’d fcUow*, 
soliloquizes on his need to obtrude liimself on Bcatrice-Joaixna in 
order to enjoy the sight of her even at the cost of her reviling him: 

Yonder’s she; 

Wliatcver ails me, now a-late especially, 

I can as well be hanged as refrain seeing her; 

Some twenty times a-day, nay, not so little. 

Do I force errands, frame ways and excuses. 

To come into her sight; and I’ve small reason for’t, 

And less encouragement, for she baits me stiU 
Every time worse than other; docs profess herseU 
The cruellest enemy to my face in town; 

At no hand can abide the sight of me. 

As if danger or ill luck hung in my looks. 
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In this speech, the language is plain, the imagery subdued, the metrical 
pattern unemphatic. True, the alhteration in ‘force errands, frame 
ways’ underlines De Flores* determined pursuit of Beatrice. But in 
die main the passage consists of a series of almost prosaic utterances 
which, varying in speed and separated by pregnant pauses, admirably 
reflect the movements of a brooding mind wliich scornfully con¬ 
templates its own thraldom and tortures itself by dwelling upon in¬ 
sults received. 

Tliis attitude of isolated, self-regarding brooding is typical of the 
central characters in The Chati^elin^; it is, indeed, entirely appropriate 
that they should shp off so frequently into soliloquy and aside. In 
some scenes, the asides constitute a regular accompaniment to the un¬ 
folding dialogue, the result being that the speakers seem simultane¬ 
ously to communicate with each other and to cry out from their res¬ 
pective solitudes. Thus, the sohloquy from which an extract lias just 
been quoted is followed by a passage in which De Flores and Beatrice 
speak almost entirely in asides, he enduring her mounting anger with¬ 
out reply, she addressing him with impatient disgust and voicing 
aside the disturbance wliich she feels in liis presence. When, in ii. ii, 
Beatrice is about to overcome her instinctive detestation of De Flores 
so far as to employ him to murder her unwelcome fianed, their dia¬ 
logue is again inaugurated by a passage consisting almost entirely of 
asides; in these, she concludes that it is expedient to mask her loath¬ 
ing, and he hugs liimself with glee at her gentler and eventually 
almost fainihar way of addressing liim. In both p:issagcs, the asides, 
often ironically juxtaposed with the speeches uttered aloud, keep 
vividly present the iimcr natures of the two unscrupulous egoists, she 
innocent, he experienced, who are heading for conflict. 

In m. iv the conflict is fought out. Beatrice proposes to pay De 
Flores well for the murder and then to marry Alsemcro, with whom 
she has fallen desperately in love. ‘Honest’ De Flores, however, has 
his own idea of the form his reward should take. He has already 
hinted ominously, in ii. ii, that the crime will bind them to each 
other: ‘Why, arc not both our lives upon the cast?’ Joining her after 
committing the murder, he declares aside that his ‘thoughts are at a 
banquet’ and congratulates himself on ‘the sweet recompense’ wliich 
he will now be able to demand as the price of his continued silence. 
He tells her of the murder, forcing her to face what he has done, and 
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accepts from her as a gift the ring wliich she had once sent to the dead 
man. Sometliing in liis manner of accepting it - he is resenting her 
assumption that she can pay him off with it - makes her ask whether 
she has unwittingly offended him: ‘*Twcrc misery in me to give you 
cause, sir/ His reply is menacingly ambiguous: 

I know so much, it were so; misery 
Li lier most sharp condition. 

When she offers liim gold, he rejects it as ‘salary’, asking 

... is anytliing 

Valued too precious for my recompense? 

Beatrice fails to understand; ‘I’m in a labyrinth’, she complains aside. 
Desperately, she begs liim to fly. He refuses to do so alone: 

Wliy, arc not you as guilty? in, Tin sure. 

As deep as I; and we sliould stick together. 

With the same curt familiarity, he eventually speaks out. 

de FLORES. Come, kiss me with a zeal now. 

BEATRICE. Heaven, I doubt him! [Aside.] 

DE FLORES. I will not Stand so long to beg ’em shortly. 
BEATRICE. Take heed, De Flores, of forgetfulness, 

'Twill soon betray us. 

DE FLORES. Take you heed first; 

Faith, you’re grown much forgetful, youTc to blame in*t. 

Beatrice dares not, and will not, understand him; so he becomes 
brutally explicit. She protests in a tone of startled mnoccnce, making 
appeal, ironically enough, to her ‘honour* and her ‘modesty*: 

BEATRICE. Why, 'tis impossible thou const be so wicked. 

Or shelter such a cuiuiing cruelty, 

To make his death the murderer of my honour I 
Thy language is so bold and vicious, 

I cannot see wliich way I can forgive it 
Witli any modesty. 

DE FLORES. Push you forget yourself; 

A woman dipp’d in blood, and talk of modesty 1 


*Pish. 
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He is harshly contemptuous, both at tiiis point and subsequently when 
she tries to reassert the superiority in social rank which would protect 
her from him: 

DE FLORES. Push! fly not to your birth, but settle you 
In what the act has made you; you're no more now. 

You must forget your parentage to me; 

You are die deed’s creature; by that name 

You lost your first condition, and I challenge* you. 

As peace and innocency has turn’d you out. 

And made you one with me. 

BE A 7 RICE. With thee, foul villain! 

DE FLORES. Yes, my fair murderess. 

Her pride broken, Beatrice kneels and pleads. But he is not to be 
swayed: 

Can you weep Fate from its detemiin'd purpose? 

So soon may you weep me; 

and the scene closes with his raising her, embracing her, and tenderly 
assuring her that she will ‘love’ him ‘anon’. Throughout this scene, 
the dialogue has the quiet, brooding intensity, achieved by die 
counterpointing of intimate, urgent, but almost prosaic utterances 
against a barely audible metrical pattern, wliich has already been 
described. 

Beatrice’s history, summarized in Dc Flores’ assurance to her that 
she will ‘love’ him ‘anon’, is the history of her learning to use, to ac¬ 
cept, and to need De Flores. Despite her hostile treatment of him, 
tlicre are suggestions, even in the first two acts, tliat she is not only 
revolted but also fascinated by liim, however httle she may care to 
admit it to herself. The incident of the gloves, which concludes i. i, 
carries such a suggestion; later, as has been seen, she admits - and she 
repeats die admission ~ that she fmds liis presence disturbing; and he, 
sohloquizing towards the end of u. ii, cynically and grossly reminds 
us diat ‘Some women are odd feeders*. After she has become his 
mistress, she grows completely dependent upon him. In v. i, when it 
seems hkely diat her plot for concealing her unchastity from Alsemero, 
whom she has just married, will miscarry, it is Dc Flores who thinks 

* Claim. 
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of starting a fire, raising the alarm so that Beatrice conjoin her hus¬ 
band in tlic confusion, and murdering Diaphanta the untrustwortliy 
waiting-woman in circumstances wliich will make it appear tliat she 
perished in the flames. Beatrice is delighted by his resourcefuhiess and 
exclaims: 


Im forc’d to love thee now, 

’Cause thou provid’st so carefully for my honour. 

But Dc Flores will have no truck with ‘honour’; he reduces their 
motives to a selfish desire for secure sensual enjoyment: 

’Slid,* it concerns the safety of us botli. 

Our pleasure and continuance. 

Soliloquizing a little later, Beatrice says that she loves him for his ‘care* 
and ‘service’; when he raises the alarm, she cries, ‘Here’s a man worth 
loving!’; and, to her father’s commendation of Dc Flores as ‘good on 
all occasions’, she retorts, in one of the many hauntingly ironical lines 
in the play, ‘A wondrous necessary man, my lord.’ Indeed, he is now 
more necessary to her than any other man; she has learned to ‘love’ 
liim; her degradation is complete. 

So complete is it that in v. iii she tries to dispel her husband’s doubts 
as to her fldchty by confessing to her original fiance’s murder as proof 
of her devotion to liimself. The immediate result of this grotesque 
miscalculation is that Alscmero repudiates her as a murderess; the re¬ 
moter consequence is that Dc Flores, charged with murder, discloses 
her infidchty. Stabbed by De Flores, who then commits suicide, she 
utters her own epitaph in the most memorable words in the whole 
play. She addresses her father: 

O, come not near me, sir, I shall defile you 1 
I am that of your blood wasf taken from you 
For your better health; look no more upon’t. 

But cast it to the ground regardiessly. 

Let the conunon sewer take it from distinction: 

Beneath the stars, upon yon meteor, 

[Pomtin^ to De Flores.] 

* An oath. f Which was. 
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Ever hung my fate, ’inongst things corruptible;* 

I ne’er could pluck it from him; my loathing 
Was prophet to the rest, but ne’er believ’d: 
jMinc honour fell with him, and now my life. 

The grave intensity of this requires no further comment now; nor 
docs the melancholy failing rhythm wliich regulates its quiet phrases. 
More unusual in Middleton’s work is the striking image of‘tlie com¬ 
mon sewer*: filtli should be consigned to the sewer; and Beatrice, 
reviewing her failure to resist her degradation, welcomes the loss of 
her separate identity which the image imphes. De Flores, however, 
remains an egoist to the last. Despite his having been haunted by his 
crime, he dies impenitent, revelling in the thought that he has had 
Beatrice to himself: 

I thank life for notliing 
But that pleasure; it was so sweet to me, 

Tliat I have drunk up ail, left none bclxind 
For any man to pledge me. 

The sub-plot of The Channeling has found few admirers. Swinburne 
condemns it outright; Mr T. S. Eliot and Miss U. M. Ellis-Fermor 
express their disapproval quietly but unequivocally. But Professor 
Wilham Empson and, following Iiim, Miss M. C. Bradbrook defend 
it as performing a function similar to that of the sub-plot in Henry IV 
~ Part L They claim that what happens in it impUes a criticism, witli- 
out which the work would be incomplete, of the characters and events 
of tlie main plot. Miss Bradbrook points out that the title itself links 
the plots; it refers both to Antonio, who is disguised as a ‘changeling* 
or half-wit, and to Beatrice, who is in fact a ‘changeling* or inconstant 
woman. Moreover, in a scries of speeches at the end of v. iii the 
reference of tlie title is extended to several other characters in the two 
parts of the play. All of these are changed, either in appearance or 
more radically, by passion. 

But the plots arc not linked only by the title. In eacli, a ‘disguised* 
lover suddenly reveals himself to the heroine. But, whereas in m. iv 
Beatrice succumbs to De Flores, Isabella the asylum-keepcr*s wife 

* It was believed that all above the moon was eternal, all below it subject to 
decay. The stars were therefore unchanging; but meteors, which were held to 
occur below the moon, were 'corruptible'. 
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virtuously repels the sham idiot Antonio in m. iii. When the servant 
Lollio enters and, believing that she means to take Antonio as her 
lover, tries to blackmail her as De Flores in tlie following scene black¬ 
mails Beatrice, Isabella’s response is to threaten to get Antonio to cut 
his throat. Her levcl-headedncss is contrasted with the insane passion 
of Beatrice for Alsemero and ofDe Flores for Beatrice. 

In all of her scenes she is encircled by madmen, representing the 
bestial clement in man. As Professor Empson says, ‘the effect of the 
vulgar asylum scenes is to surround the characters with a herd of 
lunatics, howling outside in the night, one step into whose company 
is irretrievable’ (Some Versions of Pastoral). Beatrice takes this step; but 
Isabella docs not. 

Clearly, the dramatists knew what they were doing when they 
planned to insert this sub-plot. But does the execution of it - prob¬ 
ably Rowley’s - come up to requirements? One obstacle in the way 
of its appreciation today is that readers are unlikely to tliink lunacy 
a laughing matter. But even if, by a flight of the historical imagina¬ 
tion, this obstacle is overcome, it may still be felt that there is much 
merely tedious foohng to be endured. When, in i. ii, the jealous has- 
band Alibius says, ‘1 am old, Lollio’, and Lolho retorts. ‘No. sir, ’tis I 
am old LoUio*. one can respond only with a wondering pity for the 
author who thought such backchat worth ink and paper. Is it perhaps 
some sense of the inadequacy of these scenes for their purpose wliich 
leads Professor Empson, in the passage just quoted, to step up his 
account with the gratuitous emotive plirasc ‘in the night’ r 

There is no need, however, to take the intention for the deed when 
we turn to the tragedy of Beatrice herself or to the first four acts of 
Women Beware Women. These are among the age’s greatest achieve¬ 
ments in drama, differing sharply from the tragedies of Webster and 
Tourneur and Shakespeare himself in that they are dependent hardly 
at all upon patterns of poetic imagery for their effect. True, Miss 
Bradbrook argues that each of Middleton’s tragedies is given a dis¬ 
tinct tone by the use of certain dominating images. In The Changelings 
Dc Flores' desires are linked in this way with the appetite for food and 
drink; and the effect he has upon the good people of the play is re¬ 
peatedly compared with that of poison. In Women Beware Women, 
images of food and drink occur much more often; and their effect is 
reinforced and complicated by images of plague and disease, treasure 
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and jewels, and, in the last two acts, light and darkness. Nevertheless, 
as Miss Bradbrook admits, it is not necessary to grasp the schemes of 
imagery in order to appreciate these plays. Relatively few of the 
images arc fully realized; their contribution to the total effect is 
merely to confirm in some slight degree that view of each play’s ac¬ 
tion which is more potently suggested by Middleton’s significant, 
often ironical, juxtapositions of characters, speeches, and events and 
his lucid, flexible, highly dramatic but always unobtrusive verse. 


NOTE 

j. For a higher esrimatc of the merits of this play, sec R. C. Bald’s edition of 
it( New York 1938), xliii-liv, and Schoenbaum's Middleton's Tragedies (New 
York. 1955). 
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BACON AND THE 
ADVANCEMENT OF LEARNING 

(An Introductory Essay) 

THEODORE REDPATH 
Lecturer in English, University of Cambridge 


Bacon’s contribution to the advancement of learning was made 
almost entirely in Latin.* He certainly had no faith in the future of 
English as the language for English learning. ‘These modem lan¬ 
guages’, he writes, ‘will at one time or other play the bankrupts with 
books.’ 

To ignore the Latin works in an essay on Bacon and the advance¬ 
ment of learning would therefore be utterly ridiculous; far more so 
than to ignore the English works. Fortunately the chief part of the 
Latin works have now been available in an authoritative translation 
(by Ellis and Spcddiiig, in their edition of Bacon’s works) for about a 
hundred years. (Translations of the Latin works should, however, be 
more widely published.) 

Apart from occasional pieces. Bacon’s works fall roughly into four 
logical groups: legal works, historical works, political and moral* 
works, pliilosophical works. 

The legal works are of interest to the liistorian of English law, but 
not to the general reader. 

Of the historical works only the History of the Re{^n of Henry VII 
(pubhshed 1622), is complete; but that work probably deserves 
to be read more than it is, by English readers at least. Even to a 
modem reader it is more than understandable that Grotius and Locke 
should have praised it as a model of philosophical history. Bacon has 
a definite idea as to the trends of the reign and the significance of its 
events. He writes, as one would expect, with an easy understanding 
of affairs of state; and, in particular, a clear view of the implications of 

* I here use the term ‘moral*, which has not strictly a quite distinct con¬ 
notation from the term ‘philosophical’, to mark a useful distinction between 
such works as the Essays and those works concerned wholly or partly with 
natural philosophy, to denote which I have used the term ‘philosophical*. 
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individual Acts and Orders. It is not, however, a social history, and 
many modem readers would perhaps sense an insufficient basis of 
factual information and miss statistical tables. Bacon, however, did 
add original items to the sum of available information, and among 
the facts as he knows them or believes them to be, he moves witli 
masterly penetration. In particular, his speculations on motive are 
most acute. Moreover, the book is readable. It presents living figures 
in a living scene. Its highly discerning portrait of Henry VII affords a 
remarkable contrast with the laudatory or insipid sketches of the 
earher histories. The writing, moreover, is always to the point, and 
the narrative is animated by many touches of shrewd wit. The style 
is not tortuous, and yet it is not merely bare, but from time to time 
enlivened with vivid and apt imagery, rather laconically set down. 
Tliis is typical of Bacon’s prose style at all periods. 

Even this good historical work, however, would not of itself earn 
Bacon a place in a survey of English literature. It is his moral and 
philosophical works that are really valuable for us. Two political 
fragments, however, deserve mention: An Aduertisement touching an 
Holy War (written in 1622; published posthumously in 1629), 
a dialogue on die question whether war was lawful for the pro¬ 
pagation of the faith; and Of the True Greatness of the Kingdom of 
Britain, which had its origin in a speech of Bacon in the Commons in 
February 1606-7, urging naturalization of the Scots as a first step 
towards complete union of the kingdoms. 

The most important of the moral works are, doubtless, the Essays or 
Counsels, Civil and Moral, whose title indicates their sententious 
character. These were published in ever-increasing collections during 
Bacon’s lifetime, from 1597 (10 essays) till 1625 (58 essays). The essays 
are largely aphoristic. Their factual observations, distinctions, and 
generalizations are often striking and just. Their moral tendency is at 
times more qut'stionable. There is in places more than a hint of 
shallow worldliness (e.g. in the notorious ‘Essay on Friendship’), 
which is disturbing. Sometimes, again, even the generalizations are 
commonplace, and the value of the writing lies solely in its pith and 
nearness. In such places Bacon is moving towards the Popian ideal of 
*wit* as lying in neat and memorable expression. 

Then there are Apophthegms New and 0 /</, a collection of ancient and 
modem apophthegms made by Bacon during the autumn of 1624 
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while recovering from a serious illness. He dictated them from 
memory (which may account for certain historical inaccuracies), 
and they were published in 1625. There are about 300 of them, 
and some are very striking, while others are tortuous, dull, or dated. 
Selection would probably hardly be worth while, but a reprint of the 
whole collection would make a good sort of bedside book. 

Thirdly, though of more restricted interest, there is Of the Colours 
of Good and Evil, a fragment which formed part of Bacon’s earliest 
pubheation (1597). It is a collection of specious arguments on moral 
matters, with answers to them. It was re-worked to form part of the 
De Auj^metUis Scientiarum (1623), but it has pliilosopliical attractions 
in its original form, and is of topical interest to ctliical theorists today, 
as having formed a starting-point for a much-discussed recent work 
on ethical theory, Mr Stephen Toulmin’s An Examination of the 
Place of Reason in Ethics (Cambridge, 1950)* 

The legal, historical, and even the moral works, however, only lie 
on the periphery of Bacon’s achievement. The central mass of his con¬ 
tribution to the advancement of learning is formed by his philoso- 
pliical works. These arc, almost without exception, inspired by two 
tenacious purposes - that of increasing the bounds of human biow- 
ledge and that of increasing human power over physical objects. (It 
has been argued that for Bacon the former purpose was merely an¬ 
cillary to the latter. I do not share this view.) Bacon seems to have 
conceived these main purposes quite early in life. Certainly by the 
time he was thirty-two he was already conscious of their magnitude, 
and filled with enthusiasm for them. This is clear from the celebrated 
letter to Lord Burleigh dated 1592, in which Bacon writes: 

Lastly, I confess that I have as vast contemplative ends, as I 
have moderate civil ends; for I have taken all knowledge to be 
my province; and if I could purge it of two sorts of rovers, 
whereof the one with frivolous disputations, confutations and 
verbosities, the other with blind experiments and auricular 
traditions and impostures, hath conunitted so many spoils, I hope 
I should bring in industrious observations, grounded conclusions, 
and profitable inventions and discoveries; the best state of that 
province. 

The guiding aims arc clear enough from this passage; and so arc 
some other specific features of Bacon’s philosopliical plan. First, it is 
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dear that the secrets of Nature arc to be learned not by unguided em- 
piricisni but by controlled and systematic experiment. Secondly, it is 
clear that there are impediments to knowledge, in the sliape of exist¬ 
ing philosophical malpractices, which must be removed so that 
science may function truly. Bacon here mentions two of them. He 
was to contend agamst these and other forms of impediment, such as 
scepticism, throughout his pliilosophical work. Indeed, this polemic, 
wiiich involved him in a steady attack on the University curricula of 
liis day, as well as on traditional pliilosophies, constitutes one import¬ 
ant part of Bacon’s pliilosopliical achievement. The other main parts 
arc liis classification tuid review of the state of the sciences, liis indica¬ 
tion of an inductive method, and, last but not least, his plan for a total 
natural philosophy. 1 must presently say sometliing about each of 
these achievements. They all lie within the bounds of the Instauratio 
Magna {The Great Renewal) (incomplete, but published partially in in¬ 
stalments 1620-6, and partially only posthumously). There is 
considerable difference of opinion, however, as to precisely which of 
Bacon’s works should be counted as falling within these bounds. The 
most reasonable opinion seems to me to be that of Professor F. H. 
Anderson,^ diat the only pliilosopliical works wliich we can assign 
with any confidence to the Instauratio Magna arc all those Bacon pre¬ 
pared between 1620 and his death in 1626, except the De principiis 
atque originilms {On Principles and Origins), and The New Atlantis, The 
works within thehowever, are only half in number (though 
admittedly more than half in bulk) of the tliirty-odd philosophical 
works. I shall return to the works witliin the Instauratio presently. 

Meanwhile, what of the other pliilosopliical works? Are any of 
them worth the general reader’s attention today, and, if so, why? 
Philosophically speaking, there is little of importance in the philo¬ 
sophical works written before 1620 that is not to be found in the 
Instauratio. For anyone concerned to understand the development of 
Bacon’s thought, however, many of the carUer works would be use¬ 
ful, and they arc often written in a very lively style. There is, how¬ 
ever, plenty of good writing in the Instauratio itself, and I therefore 
doubt whether there is much point in a general reader, not concerned 
with the development of Bacon’s tliought, consulting the earlier 
pliilosopliical works, except the Advancement of Learning. Even that 
work has no strong philosophical claims on him, since its revision and 
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Latin translation, the De Au^mcntis Scicntiarum (published 1623), 
is pliilosophically superior. The Advancement of Learning, however, 
deserves to be read for its Baconian Enghsh. If I had to make further 
exceptions, they would probably be the Partis Instaurationis Secundae 
Delineatio ct Argumentum (Outline and Argument of the Second Part of 
the Renewal) (probably written 1606-7; published posthumously by 
Gruter in 1653), and the Cogitata et Visa ('rhoughts and Impressions) 
(probably started about 1607, ,ind perfected over an unknown period 
of years; published posthumously by Gruter in 1653). Both are very 
short. The interest of the Delineatio is partly that it is the only piece of 
set autobiography by Bacon, and partly that it shows Bacon preoccupied 
with a problem wliich he did not sufficiently follow up in the Novum 
Organum, namely how to provide a method for the due construction 
of die abstract concepts in terms of which nature is to be interpreted. 
The Delineatio is a mere fragment. The Cogitata et Visa, on the other 
hand, is a finely finished and compact account of some of Bacon’s 
main philosophical positions. 1 tliink that both tliese books should be 
widely available in translation. 

Another work worth mentioning at this point® is the curious De 
Sapientia Vcterim (On the Wisdom of the Ancients) (publislied 1609) 
in which Bacon purports to show that doctrines of natural 
philosophy of a singularly Baconian character were liidden in the 
Greek myths. This work is significant as showing Bacon systematically 
turning poetry to use, under the guidance of his paramount philo¬ 
sophic purpose. It seems as if for Bacon, as for Plato, poetry was 
either an instrument or a d;mger. 

So much for earlier philosophical works. The only other notable 
‘pliilosophical’ work outside the Instauratio Magna is The New 
Atlantis (probably written in its present form in 1624; publislied 
posthumously by Rawlcy in 1627). In this work Bacon describes the 
institutions and customs of a mythical island, on which there is 
established what Bacon clearly implies to be his conception of an ideal 
state. The state is Christian and monarchical, with the family as its 
unit. The crowning glory of the state is its college of scientific know¬ 
ledge and invention, known as Salomon’s House, doubtless intaided 
by Bacon as a marked contrast to contemporary Universities in Eng¬ 
land. The Father of Salomon’s House states its aims as follows: ‘The 
end of our foundation is the knowledge of causes, and secret motions 
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of things; and the enlarging of the bounds of human empire, to tlie 
effecting of all tilings possible*. Bacon gives many details of the vast 
activity of the institution, which includes experiments in physics, 
chemistry, pliysiology, mechanics, and other sciences, in laboratories 
appropriately constructed, some in deep caves and some on towers, 
half a mile liigh. It also includes invention in all spheres. The range of 
this activity may perhaps best be indicated by mentioning such an 
outlying project as the construction ot ‘Sound-houses’ for the dis¬ 
covery of new musical harmonics. ‘We imitate also flights of birds; 
we have some degrees of flying in the air. We have sliips and boats for 
going under water, and brooking of seas.’ It has been pointed out^ 
that it is not impossible that Bacon may have read the Utopian work 
of the Italian Dominican monk Campanclla, published in Latin at 
Frankfurt in 1623. That work was called Civitas Solis {The City of the 
Sutt), and it suggests similar though far more elementary projects for 
the advancement of science. The political and social tendencies of the 
Ciuitas Solis, however, are utterly different from those of The New 
Atlantis. They arc monastic and communistic; and it is possible that if 
Bacon read Campanella’s book, he was partly concerned in The New 
Atlantis to emphasize that revolutionary advances in science need not 
be associated with radicalism in politics and sociology; and, further¬ 
more, that adviuiccs in material comfort and ricliness were not in 
themselves to be despised. 


It is now time to pass to a consideration of the Instauratio Magna it¬ 
self The plan, as armounced by Bacon in 1620, comprehends six 
parts: 

I. A classification and review of the state of the sciences. 

II. A new inductive method. 

III. A natural and experimental history, on the basis of which in¬ 
ductions could be made. 

IV. Examples of discoveries and inventions achieved by the new 
method, set out in tables. 

V. A temporary list of discoveries and inventions made in the 
course of scientific inquiry, but not according to the new 
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method (the contents of this list to be tested eventually by 
proper scientific method). 

VI. A scientific synthesis of the inductive conclusions. 

The general outline of tliis plan is clear enough, and the plan is 
nobly conceived and, moreover, nobly explained in terms which are 
at times even deeply moving. Nevertheless, though Bacon worked 
hard, perhaps too hard, during the last few years of his life, to carry 
tlirough his plan to the greatest possible extent, the result is highly 
fragmentary: 

Part I is represented by the De Au^rmetnis Scietiiiarutn (published 
1623). 

Part II is represented by the Novum Organunt, which is digested into 
aphorisms, and iinfinishcd. 

Part III is represented by (a) an introduction to natural and experi¬ 
mental history, the Parasceve ad historiam naturakm d experi- 
mentakm, and a catalogue of particular histories, the Catalogus 
liistoriarum particularium, published in 1620; 

(h) Some half-dozen histories, only about half of which were 

completed by Bacon, in particular the Historia vvtUoruui [History 

of the Wifids) (published 1622), and the Historia vitae et mortis 

[History ofLiJc and Death) (published 1623); and 

(r) Some miscellaneous works, including the Sylva sylvarum [The 

Forest of Forests) (the last of Bacon’s works, published by Rawlcy 

J627). 

Parts IV and V arc only represented by Prefaces, whose date of 
composition is uncertain. 

Part VI is not represented by an extant work.^ 

There is only space to speak (and very briefly at that) of the De 
Augmentis, the Novum Organum, and the Parascevc.^ 

The De Augmentis is a compendious survey of knowledge existing 
in Bacon’s time and of what Bacon thought to be the gaps in it. 
Bacon classifies all knowledge first into knowledge acquired by 
Divine revelation and knowledge acquired by the exercise of human 
faculties without revelation. Both revealed knowledge and natural 
knowledge are considered by Bacon to be of three kinds, each kind 
deriving from one of tlirce human ‘faculties*: Memory, Imagination, 
and Reason. The kinds of knowledge are: History, wliich derives 
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from Memory; Poetry, which derives from Imagination; and Philo¬ 
sophy, which derives from Reason. Revealed knowledge comprises 
sacred history and prophecy, parable, and doctrine. Wliere revealed 
knowledge appears to be contradicted by natural knowledge, it must 
nevertheless be accepted. On the other liaiid, it has no concern with 
natural philosophy or the scientific study of nature, and therefore no 
revealed knowledge can contradict a scientific truth. Scientific in¬ 
vestigation cannot therefore be impious. Tliis general proposition of 
Bacon’s was of great importance. It was a defence of scientific investi¬ 
gation against the attacks of anti-scientific theologians. Having men¬ 
tioned briefly this relationship in Bacon’s philosophy between revealed 
knowledge and natural knowledge, we can now pass on to consider 
in more detail Bacon’s treatment of natural knowledge, which was 
Ills main concern. 

History, its first branch, Bacon divides into Natural and Civil, the 
latter including Ecclesiastical and Literary History. Natural History is 
of especial importance to Bacon, and he sketches a plan of a natural 
(and experimental) history in the Parasevve. The history is to be 
divided into three parts, dealing respectively with normal natural 
phenomena, abnormal natural phenomena (monsters are what Bacon 
mentions), jind experimental phenomena. 

Poetry is only very cursorily treated. Poetry, for Bacon, is ‘feigned 
history’, and he divides it into Narrative Poetry, wliich is a mere 
imitation of history; Dramatic Poetry, which is ‘history made visible’; 
and Parabolical Poetry, which is ‘typical History’, by which ideas arc 
represented in sensory form. Contrary to his reputation, Bacon seems 
to hold what he calls ‘Poetry’ in high regard, especially Parabolical 
Poetry; but only provided that it serves moral ends. 

Philosophy Bacon divides into Natural Theology, the Science of 
Non-human Nature, and the Science of Man. At the basis of all 
three branches of philosophy Bacon holds that there is a science, 
which he calls ‘First Philosophy’, consisting of two parts. The first 
part comprises axioms common to all three branches, c.g. that ‘if 
equals be added to uncquals the wholes will be unequal’. The ex¬ 
amples he gives, however, form rather a hotchpotch. The second 
part is concerned with such concepts as quantity, similarity, possi¬ 
bility, being and non-being, dealing with such questions as ‘Why is 
there more iron than gold?’, ‘Why is there more grass than roses?’, 
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‘Why are there often interincdiate forms between two species, c.g. 
bats?’. 

To return to the tliree branches of Philosophy: Natural Theology 
consists of the knowledge of God (and of Angels and Spirits) obtain¬ 
able by human reason without revelation. 

The Science of Non-human Nature is divided by Bacon into 
Speculative Doctrine and Operative Doctrine. Speculative Doctrine 
consists of Physics, which investigates efficient and material causes; 
and Metaphysics, wliich investigates final causes and ‘forms’. (The 
investigation of ‘forms’ is one of the central goals of the Baconian 
philosophy, and 1 shall have more to say about it when I come to 
speak of the Niwum Or^atium.) Operative Doctrine has also two parts, 
each of which corresponds to one part of Speculative Doctrine: 
Mechanics, corresponding to Physics; and ‘Magic’, corresponding to 
Metaphysics; roughly speaking, Mechanics is concerned with the 
production of merely macroscopic changes, and Magic with the 
production of microscopic changes. As a handmaid to both Specula¬ 
tive and Operative Doctrine, there is Mathematics. 

The Science of Man consists of the Philosophy of Humanity and 
Civil Philosophy. The Pliilosophy of Humanity consists of Doctrine 
concerning the Soul of Man, and Doctrine concerning tlie Body of 
Man. It is interesting that Doctrine concerning the Soul of Man in¬ 
cludes Logic and Etliics. ‘Logic’ is understood by Bacon in a wide 
sense, as including the ‘arts of Discovery, Judging, Retaining and 
Transmitting’. Ethics includes the description of ethical standards and 
of the means to attain them. Civil knowledge includes diplomacy and 
politics. 

That is a brief general outline of the Dc Au^metJtis. At each stage 
Bacon, ratlicr like a Staff Officer inspecting defences for his Division 
and reporting to the G.O.C., notes where there are gaps in the 
knowledge. The survey is a masterly one, within its limits; but, as has 
been pointed out, Bacon himself, as was only to be expected of such 
a busy man, was not fully aware of even quite important knowledge 
available in his time. Spedding long ago collected from Ellis’s Prefaces 
and Notes an impressive list of the apparent deficiencies in Bacon’s 
knowledge, not only of the scientific advances of his own time, but 
also of discoveries of long standing.^ The list includes apparent ig¬ 
norance of Kepler’s astronomical discoveries, of Napierian Logarithms, 
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of the geometry of Archimedes and Apollonius, and of the methods 
of determining specific gravity employed by Archimedes, Ghetaldus, 
and Porta. In speaking of the progress of mechames Bacon does not 
mention Archimedes, Stevinus, or Galileo; and in particular shows 
no acquaintance with Galileo’s theory of the acceleration of falling 
bodies (thougli it slionld be remembered that GaHleo did not publish 
his discoveries till 1632). He appears to be ignorant of the theory of the 
lever, and to be unacquainted with the precession of the equinoxes. 
The list is imposing, but Bacon’s achievement is still more so. It should 
be mentioned, in any ease, that there is evidence that Bacon himself 
did not regard the De Augmentis iis a perfect fulfilment of Part I of his 
plan. 

Having pointed out gaps in human knowledge. Bacon’s next task 
was to indicate how they could be filled. His first step is to show how 
ignorance and error have been due to various human weaknesses, and 
to remedy tliis by the introduction of a proper scientific method. This 
forms the twofold subject-matter of the Novum Or^amim. In liis task 
of showing how various human weaknesses have impeded science, 
Bacon is brilliantly successful, especially in liis famous doctrine of the 
Idols (in Book I). These Idols are of four kinds: Idols of the Tribe, 
Idols of the Cave, Idols of the Market-place, and Idols of the Theatre. 
Idols of the Tribe arc sources of error common to iiU humanity, such 
as preoccupation, narrow-mindedness, interference by emotion and 
desire, limitations of the senses, and a tendency to believe in the 
reality of mere abstractions. Idols of the Cave arc sources of error 
peculiar to individuals from birth or through training, habit, or 
accident. As instances Bacon mentions the tendency of scientists and 
philosophers to construct complete systems in accordance with their 
favourite subjects, and bias towards atitiquity or novelty. Idols of the 
Market-place, which Bacon tliinks the most troublesome of all, are 
sources of error lying in language. These Idols arc of two kinds, one 
kind arising from names of tilings winch do not exist, and the other 
from names attached to abstractions faultily made. Bacon tliinks tlie 
second class die more dangerous. He instances the word ‘humid’, 
which might appear to have a clear meaning, but wliich, when its use 
is investigated, can be seen to have a number of entirely different 
senses. Idols of the Theatre arise from false principles of philosophy 
and mistaken rules of demonstration. These are the only Idols that can 
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be completely eradicated. Bacon tries to do this, by indicating the 
radical defects of the main systems based on them, viz. excessive 
Rationalism, excessive Empiricism, and superstitious Spirituahsm. All 
the Idols could, however, be controlled, and Bacon attempts to do so 
by recommending and describing an adequate natural and experi¬ 
mental history, and by outlining a new scientific method. 

The refutation of the defective systems is the subject of part of Book 
I of the Noinmt Or^atium. The description of the natural and experi¬ 
mental history is, as I have said, the object of the Parasceve, The third 
task, the outlining of a new scientific method, Bacon attempts in 
Book II of the Nouutn Or{tdtium. Before describing the method in de¬ 
tail, however, lie states clearly what he considers the object of natural 
science, speculative and operative. The ultimate object of speculatiue 
natural science is to discover the ‘forms* of all things; but the im¬ 
mediate object is to discover the ‘forms* of ‘simple natures*. The ob¬ 
ject of operative natural science is to generate and superinduce new 
‘natures’ on bodies; and this can only be fully accomplished if the 
‘forms’ have been discovered. ‘From the discovery of Forms, there¬ 
fore, results truth in speculation and freedom in operation.’ All this 
requires explanation. Bacon considers in detail the case of heat. ‘Heat* 
(that is, physical heat, as opposed to sensible heat) is what Bacon would 
call a ‘simple nature*.® He considers, moreover, diat the whole 
physical world consists of an immense variety of patterns and com¬ 
pounds of comparatively few such ‘simple natures’, wliich thus form 
the ‘alphabet’ of nature. Each of tliesc ‘natures’, according to Bacon, 
has a ‘form’, which is really simply a specific modification of a more 
general ‘nature’ than the ‘simple nature’ under analysis. Thus tlie 
‘form* of ‘heat’, in Bacon’s view, is violent irregular molecular 
motion. Motion is a more general ‘nature* than ‘heat’, and violence, 
irregularity, and molecular character arc specific modifications of this 
more general ‘nature*. 

Having stated the problem as the discovery of these ‘forms’. Bacon 
goes on to suggest a method of discovery. Whenever a given ‘simple 
nature’ is present, its ‘form’ will be present; whenever a given ‘simple 
nature’ is absent, its ‘form’ will be absent, and the greater the degree 
in which the ‘simple nature’ is present, the greater the degree in 
which its ‘form* will be present. In determining the ‘forms*, therefore, 
negative instances and comparisons will be most important; mere 
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collection of affirmative instances, and, still more so, premature 
generalizations of too great scope will be dangerous. The understan¬ 
ding must proceed slowly. It should use both affirmative and 
negative instances, in addition to instances in which the nature is 
present in varying degrees, to establish axioms of kindred scope. 
Then from these axioms it may be possible to proceed by the aid of 
further instances to axioms of greater generality, and then from 
these to still more general axioms and so on. There are a 
number of types of instance, both affirmative and negative, that 
Bacon considers particularly useful in helping to establish axioms. 
Bacon calls these instances Prerogative hisnmces. His description of 
these Prerogative bistances is most acute and stimulating. (He also in¬ 
tended to expound a number of other inductive aids.) At each stage 
when an axiom was arrived at. Bacon thought, it should be noted 
whether it was claimed to apply only to the particular instances from 
which it had been induced or to apply to other particular instances. 
If the latter, then it should be verified whether it applied to these other 
instances in actual fact or not. If it did, then the axiom might be re¬ 
garded as cstabhshed. 

Eliminative induction (i.c. induction making use of negative in¬ 
stances) was old enough in practice, though probably seldom duly 
emphasized or systematically applied, and certainly never correctly 
described in logical terms, before Bacon. Bacon claimed for it that it 
could, as contrasted with enumerativc induction, arrive at ‘absolute 
certainty*, in a sense that excludes the occurrence of a contradictory 
instance to the proposition estabhshed by induction. I tliirik it has 
been clearly shown that here his claim was excessive.® 

For purposes of proof, short of strict certainty, even the detail of 
Bacon’s inductive method, supplemented by such information as an 
cxliaustivc list of ‘simple natures* (which he never suppHcs), might 
have its uses. As a method of discovery in natural science, however, 
it would almost certainly, even with other aids, be unbearably 
cumbersome. Bacon was so afraid of hasty conclusions, and so con¬ 
cerned to provide a method which would enable great progress to be 
made by making discovery possible even to men of most ordinary 
intelligence (a dream which he may have culled from Ramon Lull or 
Telesios), that he failed to respea sufficiently the possibihties of dis¬ 
covery by means of induction by simple enumeration or by means of 
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the use of bold hypotheses. It is a somewhat ironical faa that the 
great scientific progress of the next two centuries was to be achieved 
almost entirely by men who did not follow the cumbersome Baconian 
metliods, because they were superior in intelligence to the men of 
more ordinary abdities for whom those methods were designed. On 
the other hand, it is equally to be remembered that these great dis¬ 
coverers might well never have applied their minds even in tliis dis¬ 
obedient way, with such vigour, but for the general directions, 
inspiration, and propaganda for science for wliich Bacon was 
responsible. 

Bacon hurriedly left the Nouum Or^atium incomplete, and turned 
Iiis attention to Part III of his Instauratio^ the provision of a natural 
and experimental liistory. The tremendous plan of this liistory is 
sketched in the Parasceve (Preparatwe) and the Cataloj^us (Catahque), 
These deserve the hour of the modem general reader’s time required 
for reading them, and that hour can give quite a clear idea of the vast¬ 
ness of Bacon’s design. There is, moreover, no doubt that this plan was 
fruitful. It was an inspiration to investigators in the late seventeenth 
century and in the eighteenth century, both in England and on the 
Continent. It is especially noteworthy that in the Parasceve (as also in 
the De Augtnctitis), Bacon, though no mathematician himself (a Emit 
of liis early Cambridge training), secs in an immense development of 
mathematical physics one of the cliief keys to scientific advance as a 
whole. 

There has been much controversy as to which part of Bacon’s 
philosophy made the greatest contribution to the advancement of 
learning. Bacon’s editors, Spedding and Ellis, were themselves divided 
over this; Spedding laying stress on the classification and review of 
the sciences, and the plan for a tonil natural liistory and philosophy, 
and Ellis emphasizing the new inductive method. Critics of Bacon’s 
induaivc method, and historians of scientific method in general, 
seem to the present writer to have shown that Bacon’s inductive 
method, in its detail and in the fragmentary form in wliich he left it, 
neither did make, nor could have made, much contribution to the ad¬ 
vance of science along tlie lines which it followed through Newton 
and the eighteenth-century scientists, and that even among Bacon’s 
immediate disciples it was seldom used. It has also been amply 
demonstrated^® that Bacon s inductive method was quite unfitted for 
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the solution of what bacon conceived to be the fundamental prob¬ 
lem of science, the discovery of the Tonus’ of things. At most it could 
have led to the discovery of empirical laws comiccting simple 
natures.” Nevertliele.ss, the general principles of Baconian induction, 
and some of its detail, did have their influence on natural science,and 
on Ene:lisli mental, moral, and political philosophy, and refurbished 
by Mill in his ‘Joint Method of Agreement and Difterence’, may per¬ 
haps be said to have proved fruitful in nineteenth-century biology, 
sociology, and economics. Furthermore, Bacon’s account of induction 
was, in any case, an outstanding contribution to the logic of scientific 
method. With these qvilifications it seems to the present writer that 
Spedding’s empliasis is nearer the truth. But certainly one of 15 acon*s 
greatest contributions to the advancement of learning lay in liis clear 
and eloquent expression of a philosophy of controlled empiricism, of 
the view that the future of science lay in systematic observation and 
controlled experiment. 


Finally, a word about Bacon’s prose style. 

In a very interesting article in his book ExplorationSy called *Bacon 
and the Dissociation of Sensibility’, Professor L. C. Knights has, 
inter alia^ tried to indicate the most significant differences between 
Bacon's prose style and the prose style of what he calls ‘more repre¬ 
sentative Elizabethans’, among whom he names Hooker, Nashc, 
Deloncy, and Dekkcr. Professor Knights regards Bacon’s prose style 
as gravely restricted in sensibility; imagination and feeling being en¬ 
slaved to reason. 

One of the points that Professor Knights most strongly insists on is 
that Bacon’s figures of speech are forensic, his analogues only having 
value for the support they offer to some point which he wishes to 
demonstrate, whereas in the prose of the other writers mentioned the 
similes and metaphors ‘have a life of their own - sometimes too 
abundimt and vigorous a life for the purpose of logical or “scientific” 
argument’. I would not wish to deny that this is frequently true of the 
prose of Bacon and the other writers; but I diink that Professor 
Knights has perhaps exaggerated. Take, for instance, the passage from 
The History of Henry VII concerning the rumours current, before 
Perkin Warbeck’s rebellion, that the Duke of York was still alive: 
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And yet (as it farcdi in dungs which arc current with the 
multitude and which they aifect) these fiimcs grew so general, as 
the audiors were lost in die generality of speakers; dicy being 
like running weeds that have no certain root, or like footuigs up 
and down inipossible to be traced. 

Here, although admittedly the images perfeedy illustrate the point 
which has already been made, yet they have a striking vitality of their 
own. There are plenty of such passages in Bacon. 

Bacon was even more of an Elizabethan in liis prose style than 
Professor Knights seems to allow when he admits that Bacon had an 
Elizabethan ‘eye for the literary possibilities of the spoken idiom*, and 
ften made use of‘pithy comparisons and muscular idioms’ typical of 
Elizabethan English. But we must not exaggerate in our turn. It is 
probably more helpful simply to say that Bacon occupies in prose 
style a position somewhere between the plentiful irregular vitality of 
the typical Elizabcdians and the late seventeenth-century barer styles 
of Locke or Dryden. Sometimes we find passages in wliich Bacon 
already anticipates that drier style; sometimes, on the other hand, liis 
prose seems to point backwards. Looking at the matter historically, 
however, we must concur with Professor Knights, diat Bacon has 
moved away from the Ehzabethans in the direcdon of order, dis¬ 
cipline, and argumentation, and in die direction of reason radicr than 
die full play of the emotions. Ncverdicless, he has not lost touch with 
rich concreteness, and in passages such as diat just quoted he achieves 
signal combinations of vividness, clarity, control, and force, Furdier- 
more, although it must be admitted diat much of Bacon’s prose has a 
calm, sententious poise, he can certainly write prose strongly im¬ 
pregnated with feeling. He often docs so, and perhaps most strikingly 
when die emotion is a religious one. It is certainly wrong to tliink of 
Bacon as a disguised adicist, as die French Encyclopedists did. It is 
also wrong to diink of die prose style of Bacon’s writing, when filled 
widi religious feehiig, as not emotionally educative. His style is also 
often fully backed with feeling when he writes of his great scientific 
purposes. 

It must, however, be granted that the cmodonal range of Bacon’s 
prose style is very narrow, and that this was probably deliberate on 
Bacon’s part. Is it so certain, however, that the emotional range of the 
prose of Dekker or of Hooker is any greater? Certainly the total 

383 



PART THREE 

cniotionaJ range of Shakespeare’s work is greater than that ofBacon’s; 
but that might be a matter of individual temperament and not his¬ 
torically significant. The emotional range of Fielding’s prose is in¬ 
comparably greater than that of Bacon’s. There is, nevertheless, a 
historical tendency away from the imaginative towards the scientific. 
For example, Bacon insists on receiving the images of nature in the 
mind ‘as they are’ and not giving out ‘a dream of our imagination for 
a pattern of the world’, and to prevent this happening he regards it as 
necessary for emotion to be strictly disciplined and canahzed. The 
temper of liis prose style reflects this caution. Again, Bacon was 
clearly aware of the adverse effect which too striking imagery may 
have on a reader’s endeavour to follow an argument. He therefore 
naturally tended (but only tended) towards reducing imagery to orna¬ 
ment or illustration. What is perhaps most striking, however, is that 
even when he is writing pliilosophy, through his contaa with an age 
of great vitahty in the use of imagery, his images, though appropriate, 
arc so seldom tame and so often memorable. 

It would perhaps be misleading to call Bacon a poet, as Shelley 
did: but Bacon’s prose is not merely that of a brilliant lawyer. It is 
the prose of a pliilosophcr writing m a great age of Enghsh poetry. 


NOTES 

I. Tlie only philosophical work he published in English was the Advance- 
matt of Learning (probably begun immediately after the accession of James I in 
1603; published in 1605). The reason he wrote this work in English 
was not a desire to reach the masses. As Spedding has pointed out, it was ob¬ 
viously written for readers familiar with Latin. Bacon’s main reason for writing 
the work in English was probably a wish to further the advancement of learn¬ 
ing by appealing through Englishry to an English King, conscious of his 
Protestantism, and to the English Court, Church, and Universities. On this 
point I accept Professor Anderson’s interpretation, for which see his Philosophy 
of Francis Bacon (Chicago, 1948), 17. 

a. See Anderson, op. cit., 33-7. 

3. Because it could be called ‘philosophical’, even though it is published in 
the standard edition among the literary works. 

4. By Eleanor D. Blodgett in ‘Bacon’s New Atlantis and Campanclla’s 
Civitas Solis, a study in relationships,’ P.M.L.A. (1931), 763-80. 

5. For further details sec The IVorks of Francis Bacon, cd. Spedding, Ellis, 
and Heath, Vol. I, and Anderson, op. cit. 
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6. For general outlines and critiques of Bacon’s philosophy in a small com¬ 
pass, see those: 

(a) by Ellis in his General Preface to Bacon’s Philosophical Works (ed. 

I. 21-67). 

{b) by Professor C. D. Broad in The Philosophy of Francis Bacon (Cambridge, 
1926). 

(r) by Professor A. E. Taylor in ‘Francis Bacon’, in Proceedings of the British 
Academy XU (1926), 

7. Sec Bacon s Works, ed. cit.. III. 510-12. 

8. I have followed Professor Brt)ad’s interpretation here (sec op. cit., 30-3). 
On Bacon’s doctrine of‘forms’, I have derived much help from his book. 

9. E.g. by Professor G. H. von Wright, in The Logical Problem of Induction 
(Helsinki, 1941). See also the same autlu>r’s Treatise on Induction and Probability 
(London, 1951). 

10. Such a demonstration is given in Professor A. E. Taylor's ‘Francis 
Bacon’, in Proceedings of the British Academy XIl (1926). 

11. Sec Broad, op. cit., 65. 

12. See Sir William Hcrschcl’s Preliminary Discourse on the Study of Natural 
Philosophy. 
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WORDS AND MUSIC 
IN ELIZABETHAN ENGLAND 

WILFRID MELLERS 
Professor of Music, Uttiifersity of York 


Only quite recently have we conic to sec that the achievement of 
the Elizabethans and Jacobeans in music is strictly comparable with 
their achievemeut in literature. We have found it ditficult to realize - 
so unliistorically lopsided has the teaching of musical history been - 
that the notion of Progress is no more relevant to music than to any 
other art. Slowly, however, we have come to see that the Parisian 
composers of the thirteenth century, the Florentines of the fourteenth, 
the Ihirgundians of the fifteenth, the Italians and Flemish of the six¬ 
teenth, all reflect peak points in the history of European civilization, 
as do the painting, arcliirecturc, and literature, which arc complemen¬ 
tary to them. It is no more legitimate to speak of Palestruia as an im¬ 
provement on Dufiy, or Ikch as an improvement on Palestrina, than 
it would to be regard Shakespeare as an improved Chaucer, or even 
Browning as an improved Shakespeare! 

The Elizabethan and Jacobean age is, then, one of the greatest 
epochs in the history of European music; and the finest tilings in it 
wore created in a relatively brief period stretching from about 1600 
to 1615. This period corresponds exactly with the highest point of 
contemporary culture in poetry and the drama; and while such 
parallels must not be driven too hard, one can see some relationship 
between the position of Byrd (1543-1623) in our musical history and 
that of Shakespeare in the evolution of our literature. Shakespeare's 
greatness cannot be separated from the mature and profound recon¬ 
ciliation he effected between ideas of order inlicrited from die Middle 
Ages and the humanist’s intensifying concern widi the individual con¬ 
sciousness. Similarly Byrd’s greatness cannot be separated from his 
acceptance of a linear and polyphonic technique wliich is derived 
from the Middle Ages, but is reinterpreted in more harmonic, 
emotionally introspective terms. We can trace a comparable relation¬ 
ship between the two greatest literary and musical personalities of the 
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later Jacobean age - Ben Jonson and Orlando Gibbons (1583-1625). 
Just as Jonson’s acute understanding of the forces wliicli conditioned 
tlic development of civilization in liis day led liim to an elegiac view 
of the world, so Gibbons’ awareness of the most ‘modern’ develop¬ 
ments in musical tcchjiiquc was consistent with a valedictory turn of 
mind. He is almost the last of the great age; and his music is most for¬ 
ward-looking in its impheations when it appears to be most archaic 
in teclinique. The supreme achievements in music as in literature ap¬ 
pear at the end of an epoch, in time to profit from the riches of a 
religious inlicritmcc, while recreating that inlieritance m the Ught of 
experience that was to lead to its destruction. 

The range of Elizabethan and Jacobean musical activity was wide. 
At one extreme we have folk-song and dance - the un-notated art of 
the unlettered and formally uneducated. At the other extreme we 
have ecclesiastical polyphony^ for voices. In between these two ex¬ 
tremes come secular polyphony for voices (the madrigal); polyphony 
and dance music for stringed instruments; music for keyboard instru¬ 
ments of various kinds; and the ayre for solo voice with lute.']' These 
various media and conventions involved difTcrent types of musical 
experience directed towards different types of audience. Yet the 
strength of Elizabethan musical culture consists in the fact that these 
different audiences were not mutually exclusive. Ecclesiastical poly¬ 
phony could be as complicated and profound as folk-song was 
direct and simple; yet folk-songs could be used by learned composers 
in their motets and masses without any feeling of self-consciousness. 
The learned composer accepted folk-song as his music, not as the 
property of a special class called ‘the people’. On the other hand, the 
‘people’ could not avoid hearing the subtle ecclesiastical polyphony 
in church. Similarly the madrigal, which became largely a middle- 
class entertainment, derives from Hturgical polyphony but treats the 
style in a more Hvcly and more immediately accessible form; wliilc 

’ Polyphony - music conceived in ‘many voices’, each part being of equal 
importance, 

t Lute - a plucked string instrument analogous to the guitar. It has six pairs 
of strings (two to a note) tuned in fourths, with a third between the third and 
fourth string. Of Arabian descent, the lute is very ancient, and was especially 
popular in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when a considerable 
literature of solo music was written for the instrument. 
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at a Still cruder level come the round and tavern catch. These may be 
a rudimentary kind of polyphony compared with a Byrd Mass; yet 
they imply familiarity, even among artisans, with contrapuntal prac¬ 
tice. Shakespeare is not romanticizing when he makes rustics sing in 
parts. 

In the same way keyboard music ranges from simple arrangements 
of folk-songs and popular dances of the town (comparable with the 
‘sheet’ arrangements of dance tunes today) to complicated and 
sopliisticatcd compositions for which folk-tune or dance rhythm prev 
vide no more than an initial impetus. Bull’s variations on the melody 
IValsim^ham arc a liiglily elaborate example of‘art’ music which could 
be performed only by the exceptioiul virtuoso, and arc, moreover, 
one of the most profound emotional experiences in the whole range 
of keyboard music. Yet the fact that the piece is built on a melody 
which was then popular currency meant that it was not entirely in¬ 
accessible even to people who could not appreciate its finer points. 
Like Shakespearian tragedy, it appealed at a number of different 
levels; at the worst one could hum the wonderful melody through 
the maze of polyphonic and figurative embroidery. 

The solo ayres with lute accompaniment illustrate the same point; 
for these were sopliisticatcd art songs which often attained the popu¬ 
larity of a modem bcst-scllcr. Sometimes they were composed songs 
which acquired the character of urban folk melodies, as for instance 
Dowland’s Fine Knacks for Ladies.^ At other times, as with the most 
famous of all examples, Dowland’s Lachryrnae (‘Flow my tears’),® 
they were subtle organisms wliich called for a higlily developed 
rliythmic sense for their full appreciation. Yet there is abundant evi¬ 
dence - particularly in the contemporary drama - that this most poig¬ 
nant melody was immensely popular in all classes. It was a household 
word, a catch-phrase, as much as the crudest popular jingle today. 

During the Elizabethan and Jacobean period we can observe a 
gradual tendency for the more ‘progressive’ teclmiques and media to 
oust the old. Especially during the later Jacobean age we find a tre¬ 
mendous creative impetus in the field of keyboard music; for key¬ 
board teclmiques lend themselves readily to experiments in dissonance 
and brilliant figuration, and these were appropriate to the new, more 
secular and emotional approach to music. For a similar reason string 
polyphony survived when vocal polyphony was in decline; and a 
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modified, more sensuous version of the fantasy for viols* became the 
most representative style of the Caroline court. None the less, it re¬ 
mains true that, up to the close of the great age (round about 1620), 
the human voice was the dominant inllucnce on musical styles. One 
imagines that even Gibbons - with Bull (1563-1628) the greatest of 
English keyboard composers - would have agreed with Byrd, the 
leading master of the previous generation, when he said that ‘there is 
not any music of Instruments whatsoever, comparable to that which 
is made of the voices of Men, when the voices are good, and the same 
well sorted and ordered. The better the voice is, the mecter it is to 
honour and serve God therewith; and the voice of Man is chiefly to 
be employed to that end’. 

Licvitably a creative musical culture which puts the main stress on 
the human voice must imply intimate connexion between words 
and music. Wc talk nowadays as though the rclationsliip between 
these two modes ot expression constituted a problem; even as though 
there were a natural antipathy between them wliich composer and 
poet must overcome as best they may. Yet the separation of die two 
arts is comparatively recent, and the link between them would seem 
to be rooted deep in human nature. In folk-art, music can liardly be 
separated from either words or physical movement. Cecil Sharp tells 
us that the singers from whom he collected melodies had great diffi¬ 
culty in remembering a tunc if they could not also recall the words; 
and although no cxJiaustive study of the subject has as yet been made, 
it seems certain both that the rhythmical subtleties of ballad poetry 
arc conditioned by music and that recurrent formulas in the tunes 
grow out of verbal cHchds and metrical conventions in the verses. 

Such interrelation between musical and hterary tcclinique is, in the 
ballads and other folk-songs, largely intuitive and unself-conscious. 
The most soplxisticatcd artists of the Middle Ages, the troubadours, 
prove the same point, however. They were poets who were tlieir own 
composers, or composers who were their own poets; they regarded 
each activity as equally significant. ‘A verse without music is a mill 
without water.’ Thus one cannot soeak of a troubadour tune ‘fitting* 

* Viols - family of bowed string instruments preceding the violins. The 
quality of the tone and the nature of the bowing made the viols especially 
suitable for the performance of p<^lyphonic music. They were tuned in 
fourths on a principle comparable with that of the lute. 
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the text. The music grows out of the words, and the words arc an 
illustration of the melody; often it is difficult to blow which came 
first. Even the liturgical tradition of the Middle Ages - plain-chimt - 
is a musical convention wliich began as a lyrical heightening of 
speccli. 

Most composers in the Middle Ages were also literary men or 
clerics - and often astronomers, mathematicians, and diplomats as 
well. The separation of music from poetry was a part of the growth 
of professionalism in both arts. In some ways it would seem to 
represent a decline in cultural vitality; for the relation of music to 
language is itself direct evidence of music's relation to life. It is not an 
accident that the cultivation of music for music's sake in the later 
nineteenth century coincided with a phase in which the main emphasis 
was put on ‘pure* instrumental music. 

In Shakespeare's day there was an increasing tendency for the pro¬ 
fessional musician and the professional man of letters to become dis¬ 
tinct. None the less, by Shakespeare’s time the process was not far 
advanced, and there were many people who deplored the tendency 
in no uncert;un terms. Almost all the musical theorists made the 
union of words and music a cardinal feature of their creed. It is 
interesting that the theorists, like so many of the greatest composers, 
were consciously elegiac in approach. With Gibbons and Dowland 
(1563-1626), they took the line that ‘more geese than swans now live, 
more fools than wise’; they fought to preserve the traditions in 
which they had been nurtured. Again wc sec how the richness of this 
musical culture depends on the fact that it is the consummation of 
centuries of growth, and at the same time, almost reluctantly, the 
beginning of somctliiiig new. 

The theorists put great insistence on music’s expressive function; 
and its expressive value was to them inseparable from a just rapport 
between the conventions of the music and the meaning of the words. 
Byrd, in one of his prefaces, remarked to liis patron that the text which 
he had been called upon to set was so admirable that he had only to 
go around for a wliile saying the words over to liimself and there, 'in 
some inexplicable way', were the melodic lines, fully developed and 
‘framed to the Ufe of the words'. Of course, however potent an im¬ 
pulse words may give to music, the composer will not create music 
as good as Byrd's unless he has a measure of Byrd’s genius. Yet 
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Byrd's pronouncement is indicative of a general habit of mind among 
his contemporaries. They all thought it was not only music's func¬ 
tion but its duty to reveal the meaning of words. Ilicy wished for no 
better incentive to creation. 

An extreme theoretical statement of the case is made by Thomas 
Moriey, in his Plain and Easy Introduction to Practical Music of 1597. He 
advises students to: 

dispose your music according to the nature of the words which 
you are therein to express, as whatsoever matter it be which 
you liave in hand, such a kind of music must you frame to it. 

... For it will be a great absurdity to use a sad harmony to a 
merry matter, or a merry harmony to a sad lamentable or 
tragical ditty. You must then when you would express any 
word signifying hardness, cruelty, bitterness or other suchlike, 
make the harmony like unto it, that is, somewhat harsh and 
hard but yet so that it olfend not. Likewise when any of your 
words shall express complaint, dolor, repentance, tears, sighs 
and suchlike, let your harmony be sad and doleful. 

The light music hath of late been more deeply dived into, so 
that there is no vanity in it which hath not been followed to the 
full.... If therefore you will compose in this kind, you must pro¬ 
fess yourself with an amorous humour (for in no composition 
shall ye prove admirable except you put on and possess your¬ 
self wholly with that vein wherein you compose) so that you 
must in your music be wavering like the Wind, sometime 
wanton, sometime drooping, sometime grave and staid, other- 
while elfcniinate, and the more variety you show the better 
shall you please. 

Also if the subject be light, you must cause your music to go 
in motions, which carry with them a Celerity or quickness of 
time, as iiiinims crochets and quavers; if it be Lamentable, the 
notes must go in slow and heavy motions, as semibreves, breves 
and suchlike, and of all of this ye shall find example everywhere 
in the works of the good musicians. Moreover, you must have a 
care that when your matter signifieth ascending, high heaven 
and suchlike, you make your music ascend; and by contrary 
where your ditty speaketh of descending lowness, depth, hell 
and others such, you must make your music descend. ... 
Lastly you must not make a full close till the full sense of the 
words be perfect; so that keeping these rules you shall have a 
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perfect aj^rcemeiit, and as it were Haniionical Consent between 
the matter and the music, and hkcwisc you shall be perfectly 
understood of your Auditor what you sing, which is one of tlie 
highest degrees of Praise, wliich a musician in dittying can attain 
unto or wish for. 

Such a conception of music*s illustrative and expressive purpose ns 
is here outlined by Morley was not an invention ofElizabcthan times. 
It had appeared in the vivid nature music of the fourteenth-century 
Florentines; and more systematically in the church music of the 
fifteentli-ccntury Flemish school. Here it had paralleled the Renais¬ 
sance delight in the observation of natural phenomena, as reflected in 
the realistic etchmgs of Diircr. Some of these naturalistic formulas 
were, indeed, visual rather thim aural; for instance, the use of black 
notes to symbolize darkness. More commonly, however, the ex¬ 
pressive word served merely to suggest an appropriate musical con¬ 
vention. Thus references to cteniky involved long-sustained notes, 
references to heaven and hell provoked high and low notes res¬ 
pectively, while angels floated in ascending-scale passages. 

In the work of a Flemish master such as Ockeghem (c. 1420--95) 
this musical literalism is allegorical rather than dramatic; though very 
occasionally a textual reference to the angui.sh of the Crucifixion may 
prompt liiin to a dramatically tense dissonance.^ In the later Renais¬ 
sance we fmd that the composers encourage the dramatic implications 
of musical expression at the expense of the purely symbolic ones. 
Byrd, in liis hturgic;d music, docs not attempt to illustrate musically 
each detail of the text; yet his treatment of the mass is dramatic when 
compared with that of Fayrfax (d. 1521). He is, for instance, eager to 
exploit the theatrically cflectivc contrast between the 'sepultus cst' 
and the *et resurrexit*. Similarly, in his motet Exsur^e Domine the 
gradually increasing leap through wliich the theme rises is prompted 

Dissonance - the boundary line between consonance and dissonance has 
varied at different times in musical history, and is conventional rather than 
scientific. But as a general principle one may say that consonances arc com¬ 
binations of notes whose vibration rates bear a simple relation to one another 
(such as the octave - 2 : i or the fifth 3: 2), and dissonances arc combinations of 
notes whose vibration rates bear a complex relation to one another (such as the 
seventh -- 15: 8). Or more simply that consonances are intervals which involve 
a low degree of tension, dissonances intervak which involve a high degree of 
tension. 
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by the text and is the source of the music’s overwhelming dramatic 
climax, when the melody finally shoots up through the forbidden 
interval of the minor ninth. In church music, of course, such devices 
must not be allowed to disturb the devotional atmosphere. In the 
secular madrigal, however, they can come into their own. Indeed, 
expressive considerations may dictate the relative proportion of poly¬ 
phonic and homophonic sections and the entire structure of the piece. 

Sometimes the madrigals acquire through these methods an almost 
programmatic character. Some examples in the work of Thomas 
Weelkcs (c. 1575-1623) even approach an operatic treatment, for the 
various voices represent different persons in the story. His ‘Three 
Virgin Nymphs’ arc represented by three sopriinos who are aggres¬ 
sively interrupted in their demure measure by the bass, representing 
‘rude Silvaiius’. He attacks one of them in an energetic quaver 
movement, wliile the others interject pathetic harmonic ‘ay me’s’. 
Similarly in die well-known As Vesta was from Latmos Hill descending, 
Weelkcs gives the phrase ‘two by two* to two voices, adding a tliird 
for ‘three by three’, and so on. 

More important than these impUcitly theatrical elements was the 
general influence that expression had on melody, rhythm, and 
harmony. Much of the expressive treatment of melody is a survival 
from die allegorical methods of die fifteenth century. Thus references 
to descent or falling will be accompiuiied by drooping intervals or 
descending scales. This interpretive teclinique becomes, however, less 
purely illustrative and physical, more emotionally descriptive; big 
leaps may suggest not only violent physic.al movement but also 
emotional strain. The tcclmiquc of the ‘melisma’ or the writing of 
several rapid notes on a single syllable is also much more prevalent in 
the madrigal tlian it is in cliurch music. The conventional entangling 
in nets of golden wire is always an excuse for such lyrical vocalize; so, 
often, arc the flames of desire, and also tears and laughter. I'he 
Ehzabethans preserved a delicate balance between the natural syllabic 
declamation of a text and the musical interest of the lyrical arabesque; 
the latter is always justified by hterary content. 

A similar balance between Hterary and musical elements can be 
observed in the madrigahan treatment of rhythm. The metre of the 
dance is often strongly marked in madrigals; not only the many 
specific references to dancing but almost any mention of joy or 
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merriment in the text suffices to set the composer off in a lilting triple 
measure. Yet this metrical homophony^ is reconcilable with tradi¬ 
tional polyphony and witli the rhythmic independence of each part. 
Often the bar-line has no accentual significance. Each melodic line 
follows its own rhythm, in accordance with the natural inflection of 
the words as they would be spoken; the metre, wliich governs the 
harmony of the whole concourse of voices, is only latent. Tliis dual 
rhytlnnic conception is comparable with that of mature Shake¬ 
spearian blank verse, which depends upon an equilibrium between 
the spoken inflexion of the words and a metre that is merely implicit. 
When the Elizabethan composers employ elaborately contradictory 
rhythms in the various parts, there is nearly always ;in expressive rea¬ 
son for it; we may mention Farnaby’s (c. 1560-1600) treatment of 
the words, ‘In fury down he dang her’, in Daphne on the Rainbow. 

But it is in their use of the tensions of dissonant harmony to 
reinforce verbal pathos that the English madrigalians were most 
audacious. Weelkes was particularly fond of the acute eflcct of the 
false relation, a device whereby the major and minor third were 
sounded simultaneously in the same chord. This formula had origin¬ 
ally been evolved from the movement of melodic parts; yet there is 
no doubt that the composers, especially in the Jacobean period, came 
increasingly to exploit it for its harmonic effect; they almost always 
used it in association with the idea of pain ;md anguish, on words such 
as ‘bitter’ and ‘sting*. Chromaticisms were used in similar contexts 
and for the same reason — they substituted a violent harmomc tension 
for the serene stability of the vocal modes, f or a clearly defmed 

* Homophony - music in wliich tlie main interest is centred in a single h’ne, 
usually the top, the other parts being of an accompanying nature. (Sec poly¬ 
phony, ab<ive.) 

f Chromatii ism, modes, major and minor tonality - the modal scales established 
by the Medieval Church arc indicated by playing the white notes on the piano. 
That on C is the Ionian, on D the Dorian, on £ the Phrygian, on F the Lydian, 
on G the Mixolydian, on A the Aeolian, on B the Locrian. They differ from 
the major and minor scales of the eighteenth century in that most of them have 
a whole tone between the seventh and eighth notes instead of a semitone, and 
in their more varied distribution of tones and semitones. They were also con¬ 
ceived in just intonation (in accordance with the natural series of overtones), 
whereas major and minor scales are artificially modified or ‘tempered* for 
harmonic reasons. The chromatic scale is that which proceeds entirely by 
semitones. 
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tonality. Weclkes' great chromatic madrigal O Care thou wilt despatch 
me becomes almost operatic in effect. One can imagine the care-laden 
words declaimed rhetorically by a solo voice, while the accompany¬ 
ing dissonances are played on instruments. Even in a diatonic texture 
most abstruse dissonances may be created by the teclmique of sus¬ 
pensions, whereby one or more notes from one concord arc held on 
wliile the other parts proceed to the next. The ‘suspended’ notes are 
then dissonances, which are only belatedly resolved. The composer 
Ward (d. c. 1641) is especially fond of the intense effect created 
by these double and even triple suspensions. He always associates 
them with textual references to pain or melancholy or an cxrstatic 
sweetness. 

At this stage it will perhaps be as well if we offer some more 
specific comment on the relation between words and music in a 
single madrigal. We will take as our example not one of the more 
cxtravagiuit and exceptional cases of ‘expressionism’ such as can be 
found in the work of Weclkes or Ward, but one of the ripest ex¬ 
amples of the work ofjolm Wilbye (1574-1638), who is probably the 
greatest English madrigalist. hi Wilbye’s Draw on sweet night most of 
the expressive tecliniques we have mentioned occur, though without 
excessive emphasis. (It is hoped that die reader will be able to hsten to 
the piece on the H.M.V. record, made under the auspices of the 
British Council, before reading my comments.®) 

Ostensibly the madrigal is polyphonic in style. Its contrapuntal* 
craftsmanship is certainly magnificent and not excelled by any litur¬ 
gical composer of the earlier generation. Yet the emotional power of 
the music depends largely on harmonic effects wliich are associated 
with our modem major and minor tonality rather than with the 
modal system. The opening paints a wonderful picture of the tran¬ 
quility of evening, the melodics moving smoothly by step. Tension 
comes into the music, however, wlien the verse refers to sleep as ‘best 
friend unto those cares that do arise from painful melancholy’. A sus¬ 
tained pedal note on A produces an acute clash between A and G 
sharp on the words ‘those cares’ (bar 16); wliile ‘painful melancholy’ 
is expressed through a procession of triple suspensions, creating 

* Contrapuntal - strictly speaking, the various devices of imitation, etc., 
used to give order to polyphony. Thus all counterpoint is polyphony, but not 
all polyphony is counterpoint. 
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seventh and ninth chords'^ wliich arc at once sensuously rich and pain¬ 
ful. At the words ‘My life so ill through want of comfort fares* (bar 
32) there is an abrupt change from major to minor; at the words ‘un¬ 
to thee I consecrate it wholly* (bar 40) the religious metaphor sug¬ 
gests a modulation to the serene relative major (F)f, the words being 
set fugally to a noble phrase rising up a fourth and then falling down 
the scale in a dotted rhythm - a traditional convention of liturgical 
polyphony. A similar dramatic contrast between major and minor 
occurs on the words ‘my griefs when they be told*. 

The rest of the madrigal can be analysed by die reader on the same 
principles, paying special attention to the lyrical roulade evoked, to¬ 
wards the close, by the word ‘enfold*, and to the delicate equilibrium 
between verbal and metrical rhythm which is achieved in the setting 
of the fmal phrase, ‘I then shall have best time for my complaining*. 
Here the cross accents of the triple rhythm in the individual parts arc 
sufficient to convey a suppressed querulousness, without destroying 
the dusk-like tranquillity of the underlying duple rhythm in the 
harmony of the close. In music such as this, the demands of the 
Renaissance for an art that should be directly emotional and ex¬ 
pressive are satisfied without damage to the inliercnt musicality of 
the convention. 

We have spoken of the maimer in wliich the musiciaifs sensitivity 
to words conditioned his style in the writing of madrigals; we have 
not specifically mentioned the way in wliich the poet’s sensitivity to 
music conditioned the kind of verse he wrote. Madrigalian verse is, 
in general, on the Spenserian model. Suave and mellifluous, it aims to 
express a general mood rather than particular and personal experience. 
Contrasts of mood are desirable, for they imply contrasts of musical 
style; for instance, the lover’s lament may be interspersed with 
passages recalling past happiness, wliich will employ a lilting dance 
measure. The stanzaic forms may be varied and preferably not strophic 
since, as we have seen, the Ehzabethan conception of musical rhythm 
was not rigidly metrical. Frequent repetition of plirases is advisable, 
or the words will not be intelligible in the maze of polyphony. Short 

* Seventh and ninth - the chords are D, F sharp, A and C natural; and A, C 
sharp, E, G, and B. 

■f Relative major - major and minor keys having the same key signature arc 
said to be relative to one another. 
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antithetical verbal phrases are suitable, because they suggest a se¬ 
quential treatment in music; often isolated words (‘and tears ... and 
sighs... and groans ...’) are imitatively treated in sequence.^ Refrains 
arc obviously appropriate. Some refrains, especially cheery ones, are 
conventionally treated in contrapuntal style; others, such as lament¬ 
ing ‘ay me*s', arc usually treated harmonically. 

Significant as was the impheit operatic tendency in the madrigal, 
and intimate as was the madrigalists' union of music and words, it is 
in the solo ayre with lute that we find the most advanced experiments 
towards a theatrical style. The leading theorist among the writers of 
ayres was Thomas Campian (1567-1620), who was equally cele¬ 
brated as poet and composer; and while he protested against the type 
ot musical literalism advocated by Morley, it is clear that he did not 
object to the principle, but only to a slavish and unimaginative inter¬ 
pretation of it. I'hcre was some justification for liis saying: 

but there arc some, who appear the more deep, and singular m 
their judgment, will admit no music but where the nature of 
every word is precisely exprest in the Note, like the old exploded 
Action in the Comedies, where if they did pronounce Mcmtiii, 
they would point to the hinder part of their heads, it h'/Wce, put 
their fmger in their eye. But such cliildish observing of words is 
altogether ridiculous, and we ought to maintain as well in notes 
as in action a manly Carriage, gracing no word, but that wliich 
is Eminent, and Emphatical. 

But when we look at his own practical and theoretical work we sec 
that its purpose was to insist on a union of words and music which 
was in some ways still more intimate than that found in the madrigal. 
He stressed the solo ayre with lute accompaniment precisely because 
in pieces for a solo voice music and sweet poetry could agree without 
the absurdities sometimes occasioned in the madrigal by contra¬ 
puntal treatment. 

Campian’s work as theorist and as poet-composer thus parallels 
that of the Plciadc group associated with Ronsard in sixteenth-century 
France, and that of the Itahan experimenters who worked for Count 
Bardi in the early years of the scvcntecntli century. All were making 
a plea for simplicity and naturahicss of diction. They wrote for a solo 
voice with a chordal instrumental accompaniment because in diis 

* Seijuence - the repetition of a musical phrase at a different pitch. 
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form the meaning of the words, and their human significance, would 
be immediately comprehensible. All of them imagined, in conformity 
with the spirit of the humanist movement, that in thus making music 
die overflow of poetry they were reviving the musical principles of 
classical antiquity. Campiaii, like the French artists before him, went 
so far as to try to systematize the setting of words by a literal equation 
of long and short syllables with long and short notes. Yet though his 
theory may seem pedantic, his practice is another matter. Basically he 
followed traditional notions of the relation between music and words. 
He resembled the French in that he wanted the musical rhythm to de¬ 
rive directly from the inflexion of the text as spoken, since music was 
*la socur puism^e de la poesiv; he resembled the Italians in that he 
wanted the lyricism of the musical line to be convincing in itself 
In both Italy and France these ^xperinlents in the mating of words 
and music combined with the progressive elements which we have 
referred to in the madrigal to create opera, in which the human drama 
implicit in the madrigal took outward shape on a stage. Monteverdi 
significantly remarked that his Ariamia moved people so profoundly 
simply because she was a woman, his Orfeo because he was a man. In 
England tliis operatic consummation of humanism did not take place. 
The closest approach to it was in the collaboration of Ben Jonson, 
Alfonso Fcrrabosco the younger (c. 1575-1628), and Inigo Jones in 
the production of masques. The elements of a music drama were 
present in the masque, but they remained undeveloped. The reason 
for this may have been that the court culture in England was more 
deeply impregnated with popular elements than it was in Friuice or 
Italy. All tlie dramatic energy of Jacobean society went into the crea¬ 
tion of poetic drama, an art which is at once aristocratic and popular. 
Wliilc being rhetorical, stylized, and non-realistic, it is not as rigidly 
formal as the almost ritualistic conventions of court opera. At least it 
may be argued that if there had been as vigorous a poetic drama in 
Italy as there was in England during the early years of the seventeenth 
century, the opera might have taken longer to come to fruition. In 
France the evolution of the court opera is closely linked with that of 
tlic equally ritualistic heroic tragedy; but England produced notliing 
comparable with tlic classical French drama, unless one counts 
Jonson’s two tragedies as experiments in that direction. They had no 
direct successors. 
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Nonetheless, there are aspects of Canipian's practice wliich look 
towards the theatrical future. His text-book, A New Way of making 
four parts in Counterpoint, published in i6i8, shows a definite breach 
with the polyphonic tradition. He rccoininends the construction of 
chords in four parts with the foundation in the bass, formalized by a 
regular metre, in much the way that was practised in the eighteenth 
century. It is not surprising that the book was reissued in 1655, and went 
through many editions during the Restoration. When Campian says: 

Base is the foundation of the other three parts in music. ... Of 
all things that belong to the making up of a musician the most 
necessary and useful for him is the true knowledge of the Key, 
or Mode, or Tone, for all signify the same thing, with the closes 
belonging unto it, for there is no tune can have any grace or 
Sweetness, unless it be bounded within a proper Key, without 
running into strange Keys wliich have no athnity with the Air 
of the song, 

he is expressing a radical departure from the sixteenth-century view 
of tonahty; but his prescription was sedulously followed by the Res¬ 
toration adventurers in the operatic field. 

The failure of the Jacobeans to create an operatic convention does 
not mean that the music wliich they composed for solo voice is de¬ 
ficient in passion. It sometimes achieves a dramatic vehemence of 
almost Shakespearian intensity, though it makes its effect through 
musical and literary, rather than through explicitly theatrical, means. 
The poems which the composers set seldom have the personal and 
introspective energy of the lyrics of Donne; yet we should not be de¬ 
ceived into thinking that because the words are styhzed they are 
therefore insincere. The music that grows out of these words may 
well be, in the work of a Dowland or a Daniel, as powerful and per¬ 
sonal, in terms of its own language, as the poetry of Dorme is in 
literary terms. The poems, like madrigalian verse, arc deliberately 
generalized rather than specific, because music is of its very nature a 
generalizing art. Many of the conventions in Elizabethan lyric poetry 
wliich seem to us frigid and unconvincing were hardly intended to be 
self-subsistcnt. In the ayre, even more than in the madrigal, the words 
serve merely to evoke an appropriate musical response; the literary 
convention is completed only in the musical convention, the music 
being an essential part of the expressive significance of the words. In 
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this the Elizabethans were the direct successors of the troubadours and 
of a late medieval poct-composer such as Guillaume dc Machaut (c. 
1300-77). English Chaucerian scholars arc never tired of pointing out 
how inferior Machaut’s poetry is to that which Chaucer made out of 
it. What they ignore is that Machaut’s ballades were not meant to be 
read out loud, let alone read in the study. They become complete 
works of art - and remarkably poignant and passionate works they 
arc - only when they are sung by solo voices with an accompaniment 
of instrumental polyphony. The poetic stylization is conditioned by 
music, and vice versa. 

Campian Iiiinself is not musically one of the most interesting of the 
writers of ayres, and he certainly does not conspicuously illustrate the 
translation of a musical and Uterary convention into dramatic terms. 
Yet if only because he was equally talented as poet and composer, and 
was the most conscious experimenter in the possibilities of music for 
a solo voice, we should perhaps start with him when inquiring into 
the maruier in wliich tliis union of words and music worked. We 
shall not find in his music the heights and deptlis of a Dowland or a 
Danyel; but we shall obtain from it an idea of the general principles 
by wliich Elizabethan composers tackled the setting of a text. We will 
therefore first analyse a song by Campian, and then consider a few 
examples which will illustrate the supreme development of the style 
in the work of Dowland. 

Unlike the madrigal, the ayre was normally strophic, the same 
melody serving for several verses of the poem. We do not know, of 
course, precisely how a man such as Campian set about the task of 
writing an ayre; but it seems likely that he may have written the first 
verse of his poem and then composed the music for it - unless, indeed, 
the melody grew almost simultaneously with the words. This music 
must reflect the meaning of the text; so that thus far the music has 
been moulded by the poem. It is probable, however, that the poem 
will be incomplete in one stanza, and any further stanzas the poet 
writes must now fit the conventions of the already existing music. If 
in the first verse the music is conditioned by the poetry, in tlie second 
verse the poetry must be conditioned by the music. 

Here is the song Author oj Light. Though it has not the intro- 
spcaivc intensity of the greatest songs of Dowland, it is, in point of 
fact, extremely fine; 
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AUTHOR OF LIGHT 


Thomas Campion 



COD-founding night, 
uo - cleanness pure. 


Lord^ light me to thy bless 

One drop of thy dc - sir 

































way, For blind for blind with world-ly vain 

grace The fiuot the faint and fa > ding i^ean 


dc 

can 



sires I wan - dcr 
raise arid in joy’s 




as a - stray, 
bo - som place. 





Sun and mixm,stars and un - der lights 1 

Sin and death, hell and temp-ting fiends may 



sec, But all their glo - rious beams arc mists and 

range, But God his own will guard, and their sharp 


dark - ness being com - pared to thee, 

pains and grief in time as - suage. 
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WORDS AND MUSIC IN ELIZABETHAN ENGLAND 
The words are of a religious nature; and the opening apostrophe to 
the divinity is set to tlie noble interval of the falling fifth - the most 
stable of all interval relationships after the octave ~ accompanied by a 
rising bass line to suggest the flooding of light, and its revivifying 
effect. ‘My dying sprite’ is expressed by a drooping phrase, synco¬ 
pated^ across the bar-line to create a httle catch in the breath, and 
with a tremulous semiquaver melisma, underlined by a harsh dis¬ 
sonance in the lute part. The reference to redemption in the next line 
suggests a clear diatonic phrase, built on a firmly rising fourth, in the 
relative major (B flat) instead of the initial G minor; whereas ‘all con¬ 
founding night’ is set again to a strained syncopation and a confound¬ 
ing melisma. ‘Lord light me to my blessed way’ is in hopefully rising 
tliirds, wliich are contradicted by the bhndness of ‘worldly vain de¬ 
sires’, most subtly suggested by a cross rhythm in the voice part which 
really does make the melody ‘wander astray*. ‘Sun and moon’ sig¬ 
nificantly recalls the opening address to the Author of hght, we may 
note that the moon is lower than the sun imd the underlights below 
the stars. Tlie leaping sixth juid the cross rhythm of ‘but all their 
glorious beams’ convey the poet’s rising excitement. The mists and 
darkness are set chromatically, because chromaticism destroys tonal 
stability and the natural order; but the passage bcgiin> low and rises, 
because it is an ascent from the uncertainty of the mists to the cer¬ 
tainty of God’s love. The major triadf at the end is thus, though con¬ 
ventional, also symbolic. 

Having created this music, flowering so inevitably from the text, 
Campian then writes another stanza wliich fits the music. Instead of 
‘Author of light’ we have, for the noble fifth, ‘Fountain of healtli’. 
For the syncopation, melisma, and dissonance we have ‘deep wounds' 
instead of‘dying sprite’. ‘Sweet showers of pity’ take the place of re¬ 
demption; and ‘unclcanncss’ that of‘confounding night’. The ‘faint 
and fading heart’ serves the same musical purpose as the blindly 
wandering eyes, ‘Sin and death, hell and tempting fiends’, though 

* Syncopation - the displacement of the accent from what would normally 
be a strong beat to a weak. The conception applies only to the metrical 
aspects of musical rhythm, and so is not always relevant to sixteenth-century 
technique. 

t Triad - the common chord of three notes - the keynote, the tliird, and the 
fifth. 
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convenient dualisms, arc not allegorically appropriate to the phrase 
built on die falling fifth. On tlic' other hand, the assuagement of 
‘sliarp pains and grief’ is perfect for the chromatic ascent of the last 
line. 

This, then, is a devotional song which preserves contact widi the 
old liturgical tradition; yet it gives a much more comprehensive 
treatment of die technique of musical illustration that had been ex¬ 
plored in the work of fifteenth-century masters such as Ockeghem. 
Musical allegory becomes emotional realism. If this realism appears to 
be still somewhat naively systematic, we shall sec that the same tech¬ 
nique achieves artistic maturity in the work of Dowlaiid. The two 
songs on which I would like to comment arc both recorded,^ and 
should be heard first. 

The first example is Shall I sue? It is an unpretentious song, of 
a very lyrical character. The melody is remarkable, however, not 
only for its memorability, wliich gives it an almost popular flavour, 
but also for the subtlety of its organization; and tliis riclily satisfying 
musical structure is inseparable from the composer’s sensitivity to 
liis text. As in the Campion piece, the poem is set in a simple 
stropliic form, built around the literary idea of heavenly joy and 
earthly love. 

Short phrases grouped in sequence suggest the suing and seeking. 
The opening phrase is inverted and then augmented in time value, 
and aspires yearningly up the scale till it reaches a climax on the words 
‘heavenly joy’; it is then balanced by the short subsiding phrase for 
‘earthly love’. The second half of the stanza musically mirrors the 
first; only tliis time the sigh ascends to the clouds on a high G instead 
of F, The sense of release as the phrase droops down to the tonic* be¬ 
comes the more affecting. One should note, too, how the final climax 
is anticipated by the increase in animation created by the cross 
rhythm, reflecting the words ‘or a woimdcd eye’. 

The tune is so beautiful and sounds so lyrically inevitable that one 
might not suspect that its musical contour is so intimately linked with 
the text. Having arrived at the melody, moreover, Dowland does not 
think it necessary to adapt the words to it as literally as does Campian 
in our previous example. In his second stanza there is nothing to 
parallel the crucial contrast between heaven and earth in the first; 

^ Tonic - the keynote, or the note on which the scale starts and ends. 
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SHALL I SUE 


John Dowland 


Pother tpnck 


1. Shall 1 

sue? 







a. Pit - y 

is 

but a 

poor 
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- fence 

For a 

dy - 

3. SiJ - ly 

wretch, 

for 

sake 

these 

dreams 
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gives 

each 

man 

his 

own- 

Though my 

lore 



shall 

I prove ? 

Shall 

I strive 

to a 

hcav’n 

- ly 

joy 

• ing-_ 

_ heart; 

La - 

dies’ eyes 

re 
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no 

moan 

vain 

de - sire; 
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be-think 

whal- 

high 

re - 

gard 
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Yet 
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not 
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my 
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earth - 
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love ? 

Shall I think 

that a 

In 

a 

mean 

de 

- sert. 

She is too 

wor 

Ho - 

ly 

hopes 

re 

- quire. 

Fa - vour is 

as 

There- 

fore 

die 

1 

must 

Sil - ly heart. 

tben^ 



bleed - 

ing- 

heart, 

Or 

a 

wound 

- cd 

eye. 

■thy 

so- 

far 

For 

a 

worth 

so 

base. 

fair 

as things 

are. 

Trea • 

sure 

is 

not 

bought] 

yield 

*0 

die. 

Per - 

ish 

in 

des 

- pair. 




Or a sigh, can as>cend the clouds 

Cru •> el and but just is she 

Pa • vour is not won with words, 

Wit'sess yet how fun I die 


To at - uun so high? 

In my just du > grace. 

Nor the wish of a thought. 
When I die for the fait. 
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there is no poetic reason why the melody should take the form of that 
soaring ascent and declining resolution, though of course there is 
every musical reason why it should. The contradictory rhythm of the 
‘wounded eye’ is, however, complemented by a reference to ‘worth 
so base*. In this stanza the melody stands magnificently on its own 
feet; it is only in minor details that an attempt is made to accommo¬ 
date the text to it. 

The third stanza, on the other hand, verbally mirrors the musical 
structure, ‘high regard* taking tlic place of ‘heavenly joy*. The last 
stanza has nothing to correspond with the celestial ycaniing of the 
tune, though it refers to death in both the declining final phrases. 
The cross rhythm is most effectively applied to tlie words ‘perish in 
despair*. 

Our second example is more complicated. The song In Darkness 
let me Dwell was contributed to a collection made by Dowland*s son 
Robert, and published under the title of A Musical Banquet in i6io. 
It is one of Dowland*s last works and can establish considerable 
claims to being the greatest song in tlie English language. 

Shall I sue? is a strophic song, and the rhythm, though flexible, has 
a metrical basis. In In Darkness the rhythm flows from the words, and 
the sense of metre and the bar-line dissolves; at tlie same time, the 
melody is entirely convincing as a lyrical structure in its own right. 
The lute part is much more elaborate than in tlie carUer songs; while 
being more polyphonic in style, it is also more tensely harmonic in 
effect. An instrumental prologue sets the mood, out of which the 
voice almost imperceptibly emerges, with its wonderful, long-sus¬ 
tained phrase, pitched low in its register, lingering on its penultimate 
suspension - ‘in darkness let me dwell*, as if half in love with death 
and melancholy. Dissonant major sevenths underline the words 
‘sorrow*, and the anguished chord of the augmented fifth^ occurs re¬ 
peatedly and sighfully in the lute part; on the words ‘shall weep still* 
it is reinforced by a sobbing mcHsma in the voice part. The reference 
to ‘hellish jarring sounds* produces a slight but sinister chromatic in¬ 
trusion in die lute part and a feverish repetition of the word ‘jarring*. 
This effect is more potendy developed in the panting sequential 
repetitions of 'let me living die*, in which the lute reinforces the pas- 

* Augmented fifth - the chord formed by ‘augmenting* the fifth of the triad 
by a semitone - c.g. D, F sharp, B flat. 
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IN DARKNESS LET ME DWELL 

John Dowland 




The walls of mar * blc black that mois-tencd,!that mob > tened still shall 
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weep— still shall weep, 


My mu sic, my mu 





































PART THREE 

sion with dose imitations. Here Dowland approaches the declamatory 
effects of Monteverdi and the ItaUan operatic composers without im- 
paring the lyrical contmuity of liis line. 

Tliis rising excitement leads into the climacteric phrase on ‘till 
death do come'. This phrase starts on the highest note of the piece and 
falls nobly through two fourths, the second of which, however, pre¬ 
serves die music's concentrated intensity by being diminished (C 
natural to G sharp). The passion subsides through a brief episode for 
the lute, and the song concludes with a whispered repetition of the 
opening phrase, verbal and musical. Its penultimate note is sustained 
stiU longer and more lovingly than in the first instance over the acute 
dissonance of the major seventh. 

There could be no second stanza to this song. Dowland lias left the 
strophic method far beliind; the enormous melody grows and ex¬ 
pands, and returns to its source. It is obvious that the words in them¬ 
selves are not of much significance. They exist for their musical im¬ 
plications, and Dowland does not hesitate to repeat die operative 
‘expressive’ words when the musical sense demands it. The con¬ 
ventional melancholy of the words is no more than a formula; yet it 
releases an intensity of passion diat is higlily personal. This music is a 
fitting complement bodi to the self-analytical love poetry of Donne, 
especially in its tragic, elegiac mood as in the Nocturnall upon St Lucies 
Day, and to the introspective melancholy of Hamlet. It belongs to a 
transitional epoch, for it profits equally from the old polyphonic 
tradition, die harmonic experiments of the madrigaiists, and the 
declamatory explorations of die Italian opera composers. It bears 
witliin its consummate maturity the riches of past, present, and 
future. 

The only ayres that can be put beside die great lute songs of Dow¬ 
land - those published in The Musical Banquet and in liis last big, 
significantly titled volume, A Pilgrimes Solace - are die few large-scale 
works of John Daniel (c. 1565-1630), the brother of the poet. His 
sequence called Funeral Tears, written in 1606 and published in a 
modem edition under the title of Chromatic Tunes, rivals Dowland's 
work both in inherent musical power and as a supremely successful 
setting of the English language. Here again the dolour is of an in¬ 
tensely introspective character; and here, too, the poem is designed 
mainly to serve as an impetus to music: 



WORDS AND MUSIC IN ELIZABETHAN ENGLAND 
Can doleful notes to measur’d accents set 
Express unmeasur’d griefs which time forget? 

No. let cliromatic tunes, harsh without ground, 

Be sullen music for a tuneless heart. 

Chromatic tunes most like my passions sound, 

As if combined to bear their falling pan. 

Uncertain certain turns, of thoughts forecast. 

Bring back the same, then die and dying last 
These words are divided to make three related songs. In the first we 
may note the setting of the words ‘Express unincasur’d griefs which 
time forget*, where the voice*s passion breaks in descending synco¬ 
pations; in the second we can observe the astonishing harmonic 
treatment of tlic ‘chromatic tunes’; and in the tliird the fevered 
repetition of the phrase ‘then die and dying last’, in contorted, con¬ 
flicting rhythms. 

The perfect union of words and music, typical of the work of 
Dowland and Danyel, disappears with their generation. In the music 
of the Caroline court the two elements of song metre and verbal 
rhythm hccome differentiated into formal aria and narrative recitative. 
Purcell (1659-95) acliieved a magnificent new declamation of the 
English language, a recitative heightened to lyrical intensity; but his 
song forms arc not inevitably derived from verbal rhythm, as Dow- 
land’s arc. In the eighteenth century the influence of Handel (1685- 
1759) destroys the old reciprocity. This is not merely because Handel 
was imperfectly sensitive to the English language, but also because he 
wanted to create a kind of music which depended on a broad harmonic 
effect rather dian on melodic subtlety. During the nineteenth century 
the lack of any vital relation between musical rhythm and the English 
language was one of the most depressing effects, and even a con¬ 
tributory cause, of the decline of an English tradition. In our own day 
the efl'orts of men such as Holst and Vaughan Williams, Rubbra. 
Tippett, and Britten, to give our tradition a fresh stan cannot be 
separated from tlieir renewed approach to the problem of words and 
music. 

NOTES 

1. Recorded on H.M.V. C3951. 

2. Recorded on H.M.V. DB5270. 

3. H.M.V. C3742. 

4. H.M.V. DB5270. and H.M.V. C3951. 
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ELIZABETHAN AND JACOBEAN COMEDY 


D. J. ENRIGHT 

Johore Professor of English, University of Malaya in Singapore 


This brief essay aims at a tentative definition of typical Elizabcthan- 
Jacobcan comedy - the so-called ‘realistic comedy* - together with a 
sketch of the later course of typical comedy through the transitional 
work of the later Jacobean and Caroline writers up to the confident, 
assured, and extremely limited acliievement of the Restoration 
theatre. 

It seems clear (to begin with a personal conviction) that Ben Jonson 
constitutes both the peak and the heart of Jacobean comedy, and that 
his Volpone (1605) is the greatest comedy m English. The comedies of 
Shakespeare belong to a different genre - romantic comedy - a form 
which can be used safely only by the kind of genius powerful enough 
to survive its rarefied atmosphere. A study of the tliree comedies, 
Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice ^Jonsons Volpone, and Massinger’s 
A New Way to Pay Old Debts, suggests an illuminating approach to 
the question. All three arc concerned with problems arising from 
money, but it is Volpone which stands out as a complete and solid 
statement, while neither of tlic others quite succeeds in answering the 
questions which it broaches. At the end of A New Way to Pay Old 
Debts we arc left with the ‘regenerated’ Wellborn, who has recovered 
his possessions from Sir Giles Overreach and hopes to recover his re¬ 
putation, in the conventional manner, on the battlefield - a slight and 
dubious figure in comparison with the ruined and insane Overreach. 

Similarly, at the end of The Merchant of Venice wc have to believe 
that die giant Shylock has been demolished by a verbal quibble, 
while the unimpressive Bassanio and the melancholic Antonio remain 
to enjoy die fruits of Belmont. In both cases wc cannot rid ourselves 
of the impression that the villain, poetically speaking, is the real hero; 
Overreach and Shylock are powerful creations -- what is missing is the 
key to dicir characters; poetry and plot arc at odds. Whereas the 
figure of Volpone is a finished creation, all the questions which his 
character raises arc answered in the play itself: he is constructed and 
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then demolished, while the other two linger on in some vague Umbo 
of the imagination. In Massinger's case this is due to a failure in 
talent; in Shakespeare's, to the conventions of romantic comedy. 

These remarks are no denigration of Shakespeare’s comedies; of 
their kind, they are obviously the finest wc possess. But I think it 
should be suggested that a more serious kind of comedy exists, even 
though Jonson is the only English genius of first rank who employed 
it. Romantic comedy, in Shakespeare’s hands, took on Shakespearian 
stature, but his comedies, for all their inimitable beauties, are con¬ 
tinually raising issues which they do not fmally resolve. That wc tend 
to forget this is perhaps due to the fact that Shakespeare did resolve 
tliose issues elsewhere, and magnificently — in the tragedies and the 
tragi-comedies. 

Our obvious beginning is with John Lyly (1554-1606), whose 
work suggests in brief the nature of the drama’s later development juid 
bifurcation. Lyly wrote for a refined, aristocratic audience; his plays 
were performed by companies of boy actors in what are termed ‘pri¬ 
vate theatres’ - the price of admission was lughcr, the audience was 
more comfortably seated, and its behaviour presumably more res¬ 
trained - to distinguish them from the ‘public’, popular theatres in 
wliich Marlowe’s tragedies were given. Good examples of Lyly’s 
work are Campaspe $^4) md Endimion (1588), written for the greater 
part in that style which (after the same author’s novel, Euphues) we 
call ‘euphuistic’ - a mixture of laboured elegance, umiatural history, 
classical allusion, frequently gratuitous antithesis, and occasional 
flashes of genuine wit. Campaspe’s soliloquy in iv. iv is characteristic: 

Foolish wench, what hast thou done? That, alas, which cannot 

be undone, and therefore I fear me undone_The love of kings 

is like the blowing of winds, wliich wlu.stle sometimes gently 
among the leaves, and straightways turn the trees up by the 
roots; or fire which warmeth afar off", and bunieth near hand; or 
the sea.... 

Endimion is concerned primarily with the legend of the young man 
who fell in love with the moon, and the treatment is uncomic, rather 
learned, and with something of a philosopliical air. But the ‘sub-plot* 
character. Sir Tophas, is a comic caricature who leads straight to the 
‘humorous’ characters of Jonson (albeit the less important ones); Sir 
Tophas’s ‘humour’ is bellicosity: 
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There cometh no soft syllable within my lips; custom hath 
made my words bloody and my heart barbarous. Tliat pelting 
[paltry] word love, how watcrish it is in my mouth; it carrieth 
no sound. Hate, horror, death, are speeclies that nourish my 
spirits. (n. ii.) 

Sir Tophas has a long family history: in front of him went Herod 
and Cain, the ‘roarers’ of the Miracle plays, and behind him come 
Jonson’s Bobadill and Shakespeare’s Pistol. But Sir Tophas is learned, 
as wcU - ‘I am all Mars and Ars’ - and the copious Latin tags which 
fall from liim remind us of Tim and his tutor in Middleton’s A 
Chaste Maid in Cheapside ajid of Holofcnies in Shakespeare’s Loue's 
Labour*s Lost, just as the fairies who dance round Endimion caU to 
mind another Shakespearian comedy. Furthermore, the scene in 
wliich the ladies, pretending to be in love with the old knight, pro¬ 
voke him into further eccentricity points forward to a common 
situation injacobcau and Restoration comedy. Sir Tophas fmally con¬ 
ceives a passion for the old hag, Dipsas - liis ‘humour’ has not been 
corrected, it is merely ousted by a different one, exactly as happens in 
Fletcher’s The Humorous Lieutenant, 

Lyly’s work contains aU these various elements because they were 
ready to hand; there is nothing of the truly creative genius about him; 
he was not the man to give comedy its later direction. His work re¬ 
sembles something looked at through an unfocused telescope; it is 
vaguely allegorical, vaguely pliUosopliical, vaguely satirical, vaguely 
romantic. It is true that he seems a popular writer when compared 
with any Restoration dramatist, yet like them he wrote for the court; 
the difference between them is tlie difference between the court of 
Ehzabeth and that of Charles II, and reminds us that the distinction 
between court culture and popular culture was a matter of accepted 
‘degree’ in Lyly’s time, but a gaping abyss when Congreve wrote. It 
is in comparison with Jonson that we sec how mucli Lyly forfeited 
when he devoted liimsclf to what was specifically ‘of the court*. 

If the romantic elements in the comedy of Lyly (and of Robert 
Greene) were developed by Shakespeare, the realistic and satirical 
elements reached their apotheosis in the work of Ben Jonson. Jonson 
is the subject of a separate essay, and here we are concerned with him 
only incidentally, as the figure against whom all ‘reahstic comedy’ 
must be measured. But a word in explanation of the ‘theory of 
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humours* might not be out of place. A human being is a blend of 
different ‘humours* or elements, and the ‘humorous* character is the 
outcome of a preponderance of one particular ‘humour*. Such charac¬ 
ters must be given ‘pills to purge, And make them fit for fair societies*. 
The ‘theory of humours* docs not of course explain Jonson*s great¬ 
ness; indeed, the more obviously relevant it is to liis work, the less 
valuable that work is. But it can be seen that, in the hands of a poetic 
genius who has inherited moral feelings which arc at once a fiercely 
personal possession and a national tradition, the ‘comedy of humours* 
can quickly develop into what would be better called tlie ‘comedy of 
morals’, were it not that tlic latter term is apt to be confused either 
with ‘customs’ or with ‘moralizing*. The secret ofjonson’s greatness 
lies in the fact that whatever explicit moralizing he indulges in is 
completely superfluous; there is no need to ‘draw* a moral, because 
the moral is there all tlie time, at the heart of the play, in the poetry. 
And the moral quality of Jonson’s dramatic verse is infinitely finer 
and more potent than Iiis occasional polemics; the latter, whatever 
tlieir usefulness at the time, have merely served to obscure his repu¬ 
tation and to foster among the modem public the delusion tliat there 
are only two kinds of comedy - romantic comedy, written by Shake¬ 
speare, and manners comedy, written by such wits as Congreve, 
Sheridan, Wilde, and Shaw. In his essay on Massmger, T. S. Eliot 
describes the Elizabcthan-Jacobean era as ‘a period when the intellect 
was immediately at tlie tips of the senses*; we feel this in Jonson, and 
we also feel that a sixdi sense, the moral sense, is at the tip of the 
intellect. 

There is no need to speak of Thomas Dekker (c. 1570-1632), whose 
jocular, back-slapping, patriotic piece, The Shoetnaker*s Holiday 
(1600), is so well known. Nor of Thomas Heywood (c. 1574—1641), 
who, as T. S. Ehot remarks, ‘would in any age have been a successful 
dramatist*. One is conscious of a stronger personality in the work of 
Jolm Marston (1576-1634), a rough-tongued satirist whose ostensible 
moral purpose is too often bcHed by an insistent undercurrent of 
obscene innuendo. The plot of The Dutch Courtesan (1605) is more 
heavily sordid tlian is usual among plays of its kind. After the lumpish 
and reiterated satire of The Faum (x6o6), we hardly feel in accord with 
the hero*s cheerful summing-up; ‘Never grieve nor wonder - all 
things sweetly fit*; and despite the happy and equitable ending of The 
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Malcontent (1604) - an extremely interesting play, though hardly in 
the category of comedy - we arc more inclined to echo Malevolc’s 
earlier exclamation: ‘O world most vile I* George Chapman (c. 1559- 
1634) is more importajit as a tragedian, and I shall only mention by 
iLiinc his comedies, A Humorous Days Mirth (probably performed in 
1597, a year before Jonson’s first ‘humours* play) said All Fools (1599). 
Eastward Ho! (1605), in wliich he collaborated with Marston and Jon- 
son, is a lively morality on die theme of social pretension and the good 
and bad apprentices: a combination of Dekker’s The Shoemaker*s 
Holiday with Massinger’s The City Madam. 

Of Jonson’s followers in comedy, Thomas Middleton (1580-1627) 
and Philip Massinger (i 583-1639) are the most important. Middleton’s 
A Trick to Catch the Old One (1608) and A Chaste Maid in Cheapside 
(c. 1613) arc extremely good farces. The plot of the latter - Allwit, 
the contented cuckold, hves merrily on the wages of liis wife’s sin - 
reminds us that the change which is so striking in Restoration 
comedy is by no meaiLs a change of plot material. It is a question of 
range: Middleton’s play, unsubtle as it is, covers a wider emotional 
area. If liis characters are ‘humours’, then in the Jonsoiiian manner 
their ‘humours’ open outwards into a broader, hcaldiier world. The 
‘humours’ of Restoration comedy arc inbred ; in effect, they arc an 
ever-narrowing concentration upon that intellcctualized sexuality ~ 
seeking novelty from metaphors of the hunt, of gaming, even of 
collecting china - which D. H. Lawrence denounced. The world of 
Jonson and Middleton seems small and limited when we first look 
into it; on examination it broadens out, its implications expanding 
like the rings on a pond. But the Restoration world, for all its ap¬ 
parent sophistication and largeness and ‘civilization*, has an emotional 
range hardly greater than that of an animal in a cage - an animal, 
despite its apologists and despite Wycherley’s few outbursts, that 
was peculiarly satisfied with its cage. Indeed, whenever Restoration 
comedy seems about to contend with some deeper feeling, the 
dramatist’s control breaks under the strain (and wc are left, for in¬ 
stance, with the hysteria of Manly in Wycherley's The Plain Dealer, 
1676). 

If wc compare Volpone vnth Homer, a character from Wycherley’s 
The Country Wife (1675) - they arc both ‘foxes feigning death’ - wc 
shall sec how immense is the loss in range and depth between the 
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Elizabcthan-Jacobcan and the Restoration. In brief, it is the difference 
between a system of religious morality wliich was tlie heritage of a 
nation and a system of manners wliich was the privilege of a social 
elite. In his Restoration Comedy^ Professor Bonamy Dobr< 5 c maintains 
a radically dissimilar conception of what this difference implies; he 
expresses another point of view so concisely that readers may like to 
have it quoted: ‘the comedy of humours was only more profound in 
that it appealed to some supposedly absolute standard of morality, 
wliile the comedy of majincrs took for its norm that of the hotmete 
homme*. It may be felt that Professor Dobrec’s ‘only’ is rather a large 
one, and that liis description of the standard of morality as ‘supposedly 
absolute’ has little relevance - whatever its philosophical pertinence- 
in social and poetic contexts. Compared with Jorison’s ‘conscience, 
which I must always study before fame’, the howiete homme (if that is 
not too grand a title for what we generally find in the English comedy 
of manners) is an exotic, the thin reflexion of a small and not very 
important social class. It is true that the comedy of mamiers often has 
the advantage in immediate vivacity and smooduicss, and is more 
agile in the juxtaposition of personalities. But grace has been gained 
at tlie expense of depth; a generally competent prose at the expense of 
a frequently rich poetry. In the best ofjonson we fmd a complexity of 
attitude; in the best of Congreve only a complexity of situation. We 
are on our way from the simple Revenge plot of Hamlet ~ vehicle of 
an experience whose complexity has baffled critics of every genera¬ 
tion ~ to the complicated but anaemic detective story of today. 

Sophisticated ‘poHte’ comedy had existed before, in the work of 
Lyly, but the theatre of the Restoration was the first emergence of a 
consciously minority drama - and in estimating the significance of 
this fact we must remember that it was largely through drama that 
English culture had hitherto remained comparatively unified and 
truly national. It marks, tliat is to say, the first great stage in that 
differentiation of entertainment which manifests itself today in in¬ 
creasingly watertight compartments - ‘highbrows’ as opposed to 
‘lowbrows’, football fans as against Extension students, magazine 
readers as separate from poetry readers, filmgoers as distinct from 
theatregoers, the Light Programme as opposed to the Tliird. 

Some change was bound to happen, of course, as medieval con¬ 
ceptions of social unity, anonymity, and identification of purpose 
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gradually declined and were superseded by the individualistic im¬ 
petus towards separation, liberty, and progress. This process had be¬ 
gun long before the time of Shakespeare and Jonson, but it was in 
tlicir day that the long struggle between Middle Ages and Renais¬ 
sance really came to a head - it was then that it became something 
intensely personal and urgent. A httle later and it had become self- 
conscious; the theorist stepped in, and tlie drama exchanged the 
examination of behaviour, as its subject, for the observation of 
behaviour. The battle was more or less over and tlic choice had 
been made. 

Middleton and Massinger already represent an earlier stage in this 
process. What first strikes one about them is their quality of diluted 
Jonson - in Massinger’s case tliis is partly a question of plagiarism - 
but, if diluted, something of Jonson’s vitality is there. We feel it 
clearly in some of All wit’s speeches; for instance, ‘The founder’s come 
to town’ [A Chaste Maid in Cheapside, i. ii), where there is something 
of the splendid Jonsonian immediacy of realization in the contented 
cuckold’s smug contemplation of his happy lot. What is most 
notably missing is the undercurrent of subtle criticism which ac¬ 
companies tlie corresponding soliloquies of Volponc. 

The notes wliich shrill out in Restoration comedy had long been 
sounding, though in concert with others, in early Jacobean drama. 
Bianca in Middleton’s tragedy. Women Beware Womens says: 

Too fond is as unseemly as too churlish: 

I would not have a husband of that proneness 

To kiss me before company for a world.... 

(m.i) 

It is a sentiment which we encounter over and over again in the 
Restoration - for instance, Ethcrege’s She Would if She Could (1668): 
‘What an odious thing it is to be thought to love a wife in good com¬ 
pany’. But with Middleton there is still sometliing of the medieval 
conception of ‘decorous* behaviour, of moderation and modesty, be- 
liind it (the fact tliat Bianca is busy betraying her husband does not 
alter tliis - it simply adds a piquant irony to the argument). When we 
reach Ethercge and Congreve this attitude has lost all its traditional 
connotations and can be related only to ‘the fashion*. It is not im¬ 
moderate and unseemly behaviour that the people of Restoration 
comedy strive to avoid - far from it - it is merely the ridicule of their 
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peers. What was a conception at the same time religious, moral, and 
social has now become purely social. 

Another stock theme of Jacobean comedy is die clash between 
social classes, particularly between the citizen (often a shopkeeper) 
and the courtier; but the social issue is not yet divorced from the 
moral. Middleton and Massinger (who is concerned with merchants 
rather than with shopkeepers) satirize both parties without any very 
strong prejudice - apart from what remains of their feeling for 
‘degree'; this, for example, comes from the former's The Family of 
Love (1608): 

Of aU men I love not these gallants; they’ll prate much but do 
little: they arc people most uncertain; they use great words, but 
little sense; great beards, but little wit; great breeches, but no 
money. 

A weightier example is provided by M.xssingcr's comedy. The City 
Madam (1632), where Mr Plenty, ‘a rough-hewn gentleman, and 
newly come to a great estate', reminds .Sir Maurice Lacy, a young 
aristocrat who seeks to mend his fortimcs by marrying a rich mer¬ 
chant's daughter, that 

my clothes arc paid for 
As soon as put on; a sin your man of tide 
Is seldom guilty of.... 

Sir Maurice retorts: 

... thy great-grandfather was a butcher. 

And liis son a grazier ; thy sire, constable 

Of the hundred, and thou the first of your dunghill 

Created gentleman. (i. ii) 

The tendency of the play as a whole is summed up by Lord Lacy in 
these words: 

A fit decorum must be kept, the court 
Distinguislied from the city (ra. ii) 

- which reminds us that in Restoration comedy there is no caU for 
such distinction: the city, as such, has apparently ceased to exist, 
Dryden remarked that the conversation of such vulgar creatures as 
Cob and Tib - characters from Jonson's Every Man In His Humour - 
‘can be no Jest to them [i.c. gentlemen] on die theatre, when they 
would avoid it in the street*. 
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Before leaving Middleton, mention must be made of his comedy, 
A Trick to Catch the Old One, which again is good farce. The plot re¬ 
volves round Witgood’s recovery of his wealth from his usurer 
uncle, Lucre, tlirough the pretence of courting a rich country widow 
- actually a disguised courtesan - and there can be Uttlc doubt that it 
was here Massinger found the idea for his much more important play, 
A New Way to Pay Old Debts (c. 162$). A brief comparison of the two 
immediately brings out the superiority, in intention and achievement, 
of Massinger's play, which is perhaps the only other comedy to ap¬ 
proach Jonson's work at all closely in respect of seriousness. In A 
Trick to Catch the Old One, the villainy is diluted and spread over the 
two rival usurers. Lucre and Hoard; in A New Way to Pay Old Debts 
it is concentrated in the figure of Sir Giles Overreach. Extra serious¬ 
ness is also given by the faa that the ‘decoy widow' in Massinger’s 
play actually is a rich and virtuous widow. Then there is a tough, un¬ 
pleasant reality about Wellborn a character with uncomfortable 
social implications - where Witgood is merely a coarse and frivolous 
stage property. Middleton's play, then, is an elementary piece of 
theatre, less interesting dian either A Chaste Maid in Cheapside or The 
Roaring Girl (1611, with Dekker); whereas in Massinger's play there is 
a good deal of the disconcerting penetration into situations which arc 
more than topical that characterizes the higher (if less comic) comedy. 
The play shocks more than it amuses, and it transmits its shock mainly 
through the presence of ‘Cormorant Overreach', a character (ob¬ 
viously created with an eye on Volponc; ‘This Sir Giles feeds high, 
keeps many servants ... Rich in his habit, vast in his expenses') who 
becomes too powerful for Massinger to control in the way that 
Jonson controls Volponc. The curses of the families he has ruined. 
Sir Giles tells us, make him as wretched 

as rocks arc 

When foamy billows split themselves against 
Tlicir flinty ribs; or as the moon is moved. 

When wolves, with hunger pined, howl at her brightness 

I am of a solid temper, and like these 

Steer on a constant course..,. (iv. i) 

The weakness of A New Way to Pay Old Debts lies in Massinger’s 
failure, having gone so far, to present any positive standards strong 
enough to counteract the poetic cfFea of Sir Giles Overreach. WcU- 
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bom, Lady Allworth, and even the noble Lord Lovell arc not big 
enough to do tliis. From a consideration of the plot of VoJpone it 
might be thought that the situation there is even weaker, for the vil¬ 
lain’s victims are sordid wretches. Celia and Bonario are merely 
comic in their protestations of outraged virtue (‘1 would I could for¬ 
get I were a creature’), and the magistrates of Venice are extremely 
dubious figures. Docs Volponc, despite liis formal condemnation by 
the court, get away with the honours? The answer is that he con- 
denms himself; the positive standards of the play arc in the poetry it¬ 
self, and they arc, in fact, most energetically exerted in the ‘wicked’ 
speeches ofVolpone himself Jonson’s attitude operates through the 
imagery and rhythms in wliich his villains express themselves, and he 
therefore needs no mouthpiece of virtue upon the stage. 

Massinger has to depend to a greater extent upon spccificaUy ‘good* 
characters, and they let him down. It is a commonplace that virtuous 
characters arc generally tedious in the theatre; obviously Jonson’s 
technique is the only one which allows of great moralistic comedy. 
Massinger in tliis reminds us that we are nearing an age of prose when 
dramatists relied increasingly on character manipulation and tenden¬ 
tious plotting. It is not surprising, then, to detect certain weaknesses in 
his poetry; most noticeable is liis habit of tangled speeches, full of 
awkward parentheses, suggesting an intermediate stage between 
poetry and prose in wliich neither mode is happy. Similarly, those 
unnecessary explanatory remarks which he interjects - a kind of pro¬ 
gramme notes — suggest the disintegration of the Elizabethan theatre 
public, the breakdown of Elizabcthan-Jacobcan stage conventions, 
and the approach of‘realism’ in the modem sense. 

Yet Massinger is a considerable figure. The speeches of Luke in The 
City Madam have traces of Volponian magnificence which arc not 
merely ‘borrowings’ (see especially ‘When you appear, Like Juno, 
in full majesty’ (iii. ii), and the opening soliloquy in the next scene). 
Sir John Frugal, moreover, is one of the last pleasantly positive 
characters (business-man notwithstanding) to appear in English 
comedy; he compares well with Wycherley’s possible attempt to do 
something similar in Manly (The Plain Dealer), 

Decadence is far more prominent in the comedies of Jolin Flctdicr 
(i579~i<> 25), which arc of an unmcmorablc, neutral type, lacking 
botli the vigour of the average Jacobean and the surface precision of 
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the Restoration. What immediately strikes us in fVit Without Money 
(c. 1614) and The Humorous Lieutenant (1618) is that the crstwliile 
‘humours* have degenerated into whimsies. Valentine, in the former 
play, interests Fletcher only as a social oddity; the birds of prey in 
Volponc interest Jonson as specimens of moral miasma. The verse lias 
a smoothness and superficial elegance in striking contrast to the 
physical energy of Jonson, the erratic profundity of Massinger and 
the vulgar strength of Middleton and Marston. There is a softening 
and even inconsequence of metaphor wliich reflects a slackening in 
moral excitement since the great writers; compare this passage from 
Wit Without Money: 

Build fine marchpanes^ 

To entertain Sir Silkwonn and his lady. 

And pull the chapel down, to raise a chamber 
For Mistress Silverpin to lay her belly... 

(v.ii) 

with Vindicc*s speech to his mistress's skull in Tourneur’s The 
Reuen^er*s Tragedy {1607): 

Does the silkworm expend her yellow laboun 
For thee? For thee does she undo herself? 

Arc lordsliips sold to maintain ladyships. 

For the poor benefit of a bewitching minute? 

(m. iv) 

Fletcher is Elizabethan in one sense: the romantic poetry of his love 
scenes is thick with the conventional imagery of the Elizabethan lyric; 
we may cite Act rv. iii, of The Elder Brother (left unfinished), wliich is 
replete with Venus, Cupids, velvet leaves, wanton springs, and per¬ 
fumed flowers - the kind of Elizabethanism which would appeal to a 
more ‘refined’ writer. 

The clash between citizen and courtier has become the plot par 
excellence in the comedy of Richard Bromc (an ‘apprentice* of Jon- 
son's, he died in 1652) of whom we might notice The New Academy 
(c. 1628) and The Sparagus Garden (1635). The comic possibilities had 
long been obvious and have now grown stereotyped: die citizen is 
uncouth, well-to-do, and ambitious to be polite - the courdcr or gal- 

* Cakes ot marzipan, 

426 



EtIZAHETHAN AND JACOBEAN COMEDY 
lant is polite (apart from being extremely foul-mouthed), lecherous, 
and ambitious to be well-to-do: the former’s money and wife are 
therefore to be attempted by the latter. But Bronic maintains a pre¬ 
carious balance between them, still deferring to‘dcgree’ rather than to 
fashion. Nonetheless, the signs of disintegration, of differentiation of 
taste and purpose between the classes, arc growing ever plainer. 

While in some ways Brome and Shirley may be classed as pre¬ 
cursors of the Restoration playwrights, that description does less than 
justice to the latter writer. James Sliirley (1596-1666) is interesting in 
his own right; though he had no original genius, the range of his 
reference is wider than that of later comedy. His is a neat, fluent, easy, 
and rather colourless style, yet simple rather than insipid. The 
emotional pressure is never very high, and tlie metaphorical tension 
so slack that obviously he wrote in verse only because it was the 
tradition. Yet tliis makes for a healthier atmosplicrc than we find in 
much of Beaumont and Fletcher; after them wc welcome Shirley’s 
lack of pretension. He is concerned with a polite society which has 
not yet grown altogether complacent about the rest of the world; 
Love in a Maze (1631) and Hyde Park (1632) deal with fashionable 
problems, but the terms arc often still Jacobean. Goldsworth in the 
former play describes Sir Gervase Simple in these words: 

... there’s a knight 

With lord.sliips, but no manors!* One that has 
But newly cast his coiuitry skin, came up 
To sec the fasliions of the town, has crept 
Into a knighthcK>d, wliich he paid for heartily; 

And, in his best clothes, is suspected for 
A gentleman. 

(i.i) 

But Shirley’s The Lady of Pleasure (1635) is more deserving of at¬ 
tention. His moderation of outlook can be gauged if we compare the 
play with Wycherley’s The Country Wife, which has a certain simi¬ 
larity in plot. The ‘Lady of Pleasure* is Lady BomweU who has forced 
her husband up to town so that she can lead a hfc of fashion. Memories 
of older ways of living still trouble the social scene; they persist be¬ 
hind her description of a lady’s ‘morning work’; 

* Pun on manners. 
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LADY BOKNWBtL. Wc rise, make fine> 

Sit for our picture, and *tis time to dine. 
tiTTLEWOUTH. Praying’s forgot 
KICKSHAW. 'Tis out of fashion. 

(i.i) 

There are many questions still in the air which the Restoration 
‘purified’ away: satire against luxury, some genuine appreciation of 
the country life, a lament for the decay of hospitality (‘We do feed 
like princes, and feast nothing else but princes', n. i). And Bomwell’s 
‘exit’ in Act iv. ii, which takes us back through Jonson right to the 
Morahty, would have seemed excessively naive, or hypocritical, to a 
Restoration audience: 

He is good 

That dares the tempter, yet corrects his blood. 

Yet The Lady of Pleasure is, in the end. Restoration. Wc cannot but 
feel that Lady BomwcU's final repentance, her willingness to return 
to the country and obey her husband's will, is very largely the result 
of fear and injured vanity. 

Of developments in drama under Charles I, it is only possible to 
mention the French prdcieuse influences (manifested in long and formal 
debates on the subject of Platonic Love) which - in the plays of 
Suckling, say ~ represent a further stage in the dcpopularization of 
the theatre. By 1642, when the theatres were officially closed, drama¬ 
tists had chosen their audience: the court and not the nation. The 
Puritan persecution of playwrights and players naturally confirmed 
them in their choice -* they became more than ever ‘the king's men'. 
And when the court with its changed fashions was restored under 
Charles II, the fashions of comedy had changed too, for there was no 
solid weight of belief and opinion to keep it steady. 



THE DECLINE OF TRAGEDY 


L. G. SALINGAR 


The creative period of Elizabethan and Jacobean tragedy had come 
to an end when Shakespeare left the theatre in 1613. His successors as 
principal writers for tlie King’s Men, the predominant actors’ com¬ 
pany, were Francis Beaumont (1584/5-1616) and John Fletcher 
(1579-1625), who togctlicr set tlicir stamp on playwriting for the rest 
of the century. The romantic tragedies and tragi-comedies of Beau¬ 
mont and Fletcher and, after them, of Massinger, of Ford, of Shirley, 
Davenant, and the courtly amateurs of Charles I, developed con¬ 
sistently into tlic Heroic Drama of the age of Dryden. They mark at 
once a decisive change in the social outlook of the theatre and a 
striking artistic decadence. In tragic even more tlian in comic writing 
what the late Jacobean and Caroline stages offered was no longer a 
representative national art but a divenion for a single class - the court 
aristocracy. Middleton’s work apart, it was theatrical m the most 
limiting senses, emotionally shallow, arbitrary, and confined. 

This new phase might be dated from 1609, at a time when division 
of feeling between ‘court’ and ‘country’ was already apparent; for in 
1609 the King’s Men began to concentrate on their newly acquired 
‘private’ playhouse, the Dlackfrian, where tlicir takings were prob¬ 
ably twice as high as at their ‘public’, unroofed theatre, the Globe. 
Henceforth there grew up two kinds of stage public in place of one - 
the fashionable patrons of London’s tliree ‘private’ houses, and the 
rowdy populace, with less and less of a middle-class leavening, who 
attended the ‘public’ theatres for old favourites like Marlowe. The 
Blackfriars audience was supplied by a kind of syndicate headed by 
Beaumont and Fletcher. The younger son of a judge and the younger 
son of a worldly Elizabethan bishop, these two writers themselves 
were typical members of the new and self-conscious Stuart aristo¬ 
cracy gravitating to London and the Jacobean court, 

Tliey worked together from about 1608 to 1613, when Beaumont 
married an heiress, and at least 54 plays are connected with their 
names. ^ Two of tliesc arc now attributed solely to Beaumont, the 
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better poet; 7, including tlie most notable, to their partnership; 
15 solely to Fletcher, who prolonged his success until 1625; and 
die remainder to Fletcher widi some indistinct collaborators, princi¬ 
pally Massinger, from 1613 onwards. Tliis group of‘Beaumont and 
Fletcher' plays captured the lead in fasliioiiable taste after Shake¬ 
speare's retirement, as stage records indicate: thus, in the years i6i6~ 
42, the King’s Men alone gave 43 productions of ‘Beaumont and 
Fletcher’ at court, or more than a third of their 113 identified court 
performances, as against 16 of Shakespeare and only 7 of Jonson. 
And their general repertory for the same years, with 170 plays 
known on their active list, contained 47 of ‘Beaumont and Fletcher’ 
beside only 16 of Shakespeare (less than half liis output) and only 9 of 
Jonson. The 1647 Folio of Beaumont and Fletcher, with its chorus of 
courtly tributes, contains a preface by Sliirley, which reveals the 
nature of their success; theirs, he says, was ‘the wit that made the 
Blackfriars an academy, ... usually of more advantage to the hopeful 
young heir than a costly, dangerous foreign travel, with the assistance 
of a governing monsieur or signor to boot*. And ‘the young spirits of 
die time*, he adds, ‘whose birth and quality made them impatient of 
the sourer ways of education, have from die attentive hearing these 
pieces, got ground in point of wit and carriage of the most severely- 
employed students, while these recreations were digested into rules, 
and the very pleasure did edify*. ‘Birth and quality*, ‘wit and carriage*, 
the promise of exclusive initiation by way of ready-made entertain¬ 
ment - Shirley's advertisement corresponds exactly to the spirit of 
the plays. 

Very little remains in the tragedies of Beaumont and Fletcher and 
their followers of the national consciousness diat Shakespeare had 
brought to tragedy from his history plays; on die contrary, their 
heroes and heroines are dwellers in a charmed circle, touchily de¬ 
fensive towards their privileges, but free from any responsibihty out¬ 
wards. The cdiical motifs of the revenge plays - die main basis of the 
older tragedy - have lost their associadon with the problem of 
divine justice and shrunk to melodramatic cliches; while the grim, 
varied humour of the older tragedy is reduced to a low comedy of 
parvenus and poltroons, monotonously devised to set off the nobUity 
of die main actors. And, as Shirley implies, the main actors themselves 
have lost contact with ‘the sourer ways* of Elizabethan humanism. 
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There is no Faiistus, or Hamlet, or Bussy D*Ambois in the later 
tragedies; the humanist gravity and the note of excited speculation 
have gone, and witli them the tension and the stoic grandeur of the 
individual profoundly at odds with his universe. Instead, the later 
heroes conform to a single type. Whether they storm and languish, 
like Philaster, or ‘hold it as commendable to be wealthy in pleasure 
As others do in rotten sheep and pasture*, like the rake in Fletcher’s 
comedy, they are all of tliem Cavalier gallants idealized, and their 
adventures move invariably on the plane of love and honour. 

With Philaster (c. i6io) and A Kin^ and No Khni (i6i i), Beaumont 
and Fletcher introduced a new kind of tragi-coniedy, which came to 
characterize a whole generation. Among many others, there followed 
such plays as Massinger’s Bondman (1623), Ford's Lover s Melancholy 
(1628), and Love and Honour, by Davenant (1634).^ The action of 
tliese plays commonly passes from a mysterious quarrel or dis¬ 
appearance, through episodes of concealed identity atul mistaken pur¬ 
pose, to the moment of discovery that brings about the triumphant 
daiouement; in other words, they derive from romances like The 
Arcadia (or from recent French or Spanish variants), which lent them¬ 
selves readily to mannered pastoral scenes (as in flctchcrs Faithful Shep-- 
herdess; 1608-9), and to high-flown langu:igc of courtly compliment. 
Some tragi-comedics rely on vigorous adventure, like Fletcher’s 
Island Princess (c. 1621) or Middleton and Rowley's Spanish Gipsy 
(c. 1622). Others, with their scenes of religious conversion, renuncia¬ 
tion or martyrdom, arc coloured by the mood of the Counter- 
Reformation, like Fletcher and Massinger's Kni<^h( of Malta (c. 1619) 
and Massinger's Rerie^ado (1624) and The Maid oj Honour (1625-32). 
And after 1633, plays intended for the patronage of tlic Queen, such 
as Cartwright's Royal Slave (1636),® preoccupied themselves with the 
niceties of Platonic love. But the whole scries of tragi-comcdies from 
Philaster onwards is made up of the cliivalric adventures and the love- 
dilernmas of The Arcadia, transposed into terms of Stuart gallantry; and 
the whole series adopts a tone of flattery towards its pubhc, whether 
the playwright is nominally exalting, or reproving, or merely pro¬ 
viding a day-dream. Moreover, the formal tragedies of Beaumont 
and Fletcher and their followers are barely to be distinguished from 
these tragi-comcdies; the same romantic style pervades all of their 
writing. 
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A dieatrical code of honour, exalted and exclusive, contains the 
whole substance of tragedy or tragi-comedy for Beaumont and 
Fletcher; and it marks a fundamental difference, despite surface re¬ 
semblances, from such a play as Cymhelirie, written about the same 
time and for the same theatre as Philastcr, Ostensibly, the code is a 
rigid one. Yet the dramatists feel it to be insecure, and strain to exalt 
it for that very reason. The early Stuart aristocracy was divided and 
disoriented, while ‘honour* was a doubtful quantity at the venal court 
of James 1 .“* Hence the dramatists waver or bluster in their treatment of 
essential themes. Roman plays like Flctcher*s Bonduca (1609-14) or 
Fletcher and Massinger’s False One (c. 1619), with their tough, dis¬ 
gruntled officers - a common stage type- imply some uneasy criticism 
of James’s pacific foreign policy and of the atmosphere at court. And 
a deeper uncertainty pervades Beaumont and Fletcher’s treatment of 
sexual love, shifting from idealization to a boisterous guffaw witliin 
the limits of a single play. Where tragic lust is the proposed theme, as 
in Cupid's Revenue (c. 1612) or Thierry and Thcodoret (c. 1621), the 
result is grotesque melodrama; while the more imposing tragi¬ 
comedy of A Kiti^ and No Kin^, where the hero is smitten with a 
supposedly incestuous passion, is only saved from the same effect by 
the artifice of a concealed identity. Again, Beaumont and Fletcher’s 
Maid's Tragedy (c. 1611) and Fletcher’s Valentinian (1610-14) - the 
two best of their formal tragedies - both present a direct clash between 
matrimonial honour and loyalty to the throne. Occasionally the 
playwrights acknowledge tlieir uncertainty, as when Amintor, the 
wronged husband in The Maid's Tragedy, exclaims: 

Wliat a wild beast is uncollected man! 

The thing, that we caU honour, bears us all 

Headlong to sin, and yet itself is notliing. 

(rv.ii) 

But, in general, they bluff their way out of their problems. In The 
Maid's Tragedy, for example, the Ophelia-like second heroine is used 
to distract attention from the main problem, and in Valentinian the 
avenging husband is so coarsened at the end that his original motives 
are forgotten. In both tragedies, the moral issue is first debated, then 
burked. 

Tragedies and tragi-comedies, then, have the same theatrical pur¬ 
pose - to save the appearances of a social code by the artifice of fficir 
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plots. Facility in contriving surprise and suspense takes the place, for 
Beaumont and Fletcher, of moral insight or intellectual honesty. 

Their heroic characters are always inflated. Honour is immovable, 
passion irresistible; alternately shipwrecked and rescued by Fate, their 
sentiments arc supereminently lofty, arbitrar)% and chaotic. The com¬ 
mon tenor of heroic feeling is that of some amazmg force surmount- 
ing gigantic obstacles; like Philastcr in his 'manly rage^; 


Set liills on hills betwixt me and the man 
That utters this, and I will scale them all, 

And from the utmost top fall on liis neck, 

Like thunder from a cloud; 

(m.O 

or, again, like Evadne, in The Maid's Tragedy, avenging herself on her 
royal seducer: 


... "tis so many sins 

An age cannot repent ‘cm; and so great, 

The gods wajit mercy for. Yet I must tlxrough 'em. 

(v. ii) 


And the mysterious extravagance of such sentiments is part of their 
heroic aura - as when the princely lovers in Philastcr (rv. iii) prepare 
to carry out their suicide pact before the eyes of an astonished rustic. 
But it is also characteristic of Beaumont and Fletcher - and increasingly 
of their successors - that tliese exalted tones arc blended with pathos, 
particularly erotic pathos. The same extravagant impulse drives tlie 
forsaken virgin in The Maid's Tragedy and the conquering but love¬ 
lorn Arbaces; the one seeks 'Some yet-unpractised way to grieve and 
die', the other, in despair, will pull on himself ‘a heap Of strange 
yet unin vented sin'; 

Secret scorching flames 
That far transcend cartlily material fires 
Are crept into me, and there is no cure: 

Is it not strange, Mardonius, there’s no cure? 

{A King and No King, m. iii) 


Moreover, the dramatists have already invited romantic sympathy for 
Arbaces, precisely on the score of an unstable temperament - his 'sud¬ 
den extremities' (i. i) - wliich carUcr writers would have treated as a 
fantastic ‘humour*. 
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For Beaumont and Fletcher, then, heroic self-assertion is finally 
indistinguishable from self-surrender. An ‘empty title* of honour 
is sufficient cither to rouse or to qucD a supreme resolution, so that 
Amintor is checked, in his righteous fury, simply by the ‘sacred name* 
of the King, while in Valentinian the dishonoured wife and tlic dis¬ 
honoured general both turn to death with automatic abandon. Even 
the determination to avenge one*s honour becomes in the last resort a 
submission to instinct at once reckless and pathetic. Thus the champion 
of honour in The Maid*s Tragedy exclaims: 


I hope my cause is just; I know my blood 
Tells me it is; and I will credit it. 

(ra.ii) 


Coleridge remarks of Beaumont and Fletcher's women that honour 
for them is ‘a sort of talisman, or strange somctliing, that might be 
lost without the least fault on the part of the owner*and the play¬ 
wrights can only elevate their heroes* emotions as they do by relieving 
them of any moral responsibility. 

This arbitrary motivation brought about the collapse of Eliza¬ 
bethan stage rhetoric. The collapse can be illustrated by comparing a 
speech (probably Bcaumont*s) from The Maid's Tragedy (u. i) with 
another by Heywood from A IVoman Killed With Kindness (iv. v; 
1603). Both passages convey the anguish of an injured husband by 
means of rhetorical exclamation; but the force of Heywood*s 
writing springs from its very reserve, its bourgeois caution, wliich 
makes for tension between the speaker’s feelings and his desire for 
moral balance: 


A general silence hath surprised the house. 

And this is the last door. Astonishment, 

Fear, and amazement play against my heart. 
Even as a madman beats upon a drum. 

Oh, keep my eyes, you Heavens, before I enter. 
From any sight that may transfix my soul; 

Or, if there be so black a spectacle. 

Oh, strike my eyes quite blind; or, if not so. 
Lend me such patience to digest my grief 
That I may keep this white and virgin hand 
From any violent outrage of red murder I 
And with that prayer 1 enter. 
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There is a continuous sense of moral values here. But in the speech of 
Amintor ~ when, on his wedding night, Evadne has insisted that she 
will be his wife in name alone - there is no such impression of moral 
continuity. The writer is not even concerned with personal feeling, 
so much as with carriage and reputation: 

I know too much. Would 1 had doubted still I 
Was ever such a marriage night as this! 

Ye powers above, if you did ever mean 

Man should be used thus, you have thought a way 

How he shoiild bear himself, and save liis honour. 

Instruct me in it; for to my dull eyes 
There is no mean, no moderate course to run: 

I must live sconi’d, or be a murderer. 

Is dicre a tliird? Why is this night so calm? 

Wliy docs not heaven speak in thunder to us, 

And drown her voice? 

What is most striking here is the way the speaker in this ease welcomes 
confusion. And his horror matches lamely with the conversational, 
theorizing ring of tlic language. The empty, sweeping gestures of the 
verse, the straining and blurring of emotions, arc the characteristics of 
stage decadence. 

Nevertheless, this psychology of extremes succeeded with its pub¬ 
lic. In his preface to the Beaumont and Fletcher Folio, for example, 
Shirley selects for special praise their handling of ‘manly rage' and 
hapless love, the two stock emotions of die Cavalier theatre. Each of 
these passions is seemingly all-possessive but both are ‘raised to that 
excellent pitch ... that you shall not choose but consent and go along 
with them, finding yourself at last growm insensibly the very same 
person you read', 

* ★ ★ 

Fletcher's second associate, Philip Massinger (1583-1639), had much 
finer potentialities. He is a serious and skilful playwright, judicious 
and eloquent. He is easily strongest, with Jonson's examples behind 
him, as the moral satirist of The City Madam (1632) and ^ New Way 
to Pay Old Deht^ (c. 1633). But his tragedies and tragi-comedies, the 
bulk of his work, are at best coldly impressive, at their worst simply 
dull. They suffer from the influence of Beaumont and Fletcher in their 
wilful romanticism and their over-contrived plots. And Massinger's 
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fatal defect is what T. S. Eliot calls his lack of mental courage, his 
‘impoverishment of feeling*. 

The son of a gentleman serving the Herbert family, Massinger was 
a supporter of William Herbert, Earl of Pembroke, the chief of the 
peers opposed to Buckingham’s administration. His plays contain on¬ 
slaughts on Buckingham’s foreign policy, conceived as die product of 
a mercenary and efieminate society;’ diey hark back to the Tudor 
world of the great noble household, orderly and independent, with 
an honoured place for the humanist as a moral adviser. UnHke 
Fletcher, therefore, he will not identify himself with his audience; liis 
constant aim is to instruct, to drive home a lesson in morality. But liis 
morahty is academic. His verse rhetoric has developed away from 
emotion, towards the marshalling of argument; and liis borrowings 
from classical hterature, as from Shakespeare, are an expression of his 
taste, not liis imagination. He is a Stoic, but with none of Chapman’s 
intensity or daring; virtue for him is chiefly the heroism of the de¬ 
feated, as witli Camiola at the chmax of The Maid of Honour, ‘dead 
to the world’, or the ‘passive fortitude’ of the exiled king tliroughout 
Believe As You List (1631). 

Massinger can never really decide between his conservative ctliics 
and the romantic values of Fletcher. Consequently the feelings and 
even the action of liis plays fall apart. In his favourite tragedy, The 
Roman Actor (1626), he abandons the main plot for a long digression 
about the dignity of the stage. The Duke of Milan (c. 1623) presents an 
unstable hero in the manner of A King and No King, and in the same 
maimer sliifts its moral ground by a theatrical trick. The Bondman 
claps together an Arcadian love story and a politically pointed history; 
perhaps it was intended to find unity in the theme of slavery to the 
passions, but no such unity is acliieved. And a similar disunity mars 
the two domestic tragedies. The Fatal Dowry (c. 1619) and The Un-- 
natural Combat (c. 1621). In all these plays Massinger fails because he 
shies away from his main problem, the actual human significance of 
‘honour’. 

The Fatal Dowry (written with Nathan Field) makes a favourable 
example. Here Charalois, the man of honour, is zealous for his princi¬ 
ples, otherwise modest and reserved. The first action shows his self- 
sacrifice for the memory of his noble father; the second, and main, 
action concerns his marriage, his wife’s betrayal, and his subsequent 
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revenge. After carefully building up sympathy for Charalois. the play 
ends with a catastrophe which is both an effective coup de thidtre and a 
neat restatement of the doctrine that revenge must be left to heaven. 
In a sense this moral reversal at the end has been prepared for by the 
solcnm atmosphere of three separate trial scenes; but it makes a 
debating point, not a dramatic resolution, because the hero's direct 
emotions, dramatically the crux of the matter, have been dismissed in 
the body of the play with a few trite phrases. As a whole, the play 
reveals Fletcher's code of honour warping what is left of the old re¬ 
venge conventions*’ - though it is still virile by comparison with the 
sentimental revised version by Rowe, The Fair Penitent {170}). 

The emotional hollowness of The Fatal Dowry and its forensic 
atmosphere are equally significant. Massinger’s people can only con¬ 
vey emotion in the style of Beaumont and Fletcher, by superlatives of 
quantity; or else they plead a case about themselves, justifying or con¬ 
demning. The wife’s confession in The Fatal Dowry is typical in its 
moral tone and its incongruously leisured, deliberate construction: 

O my fate! 

Tliat never would consent that I should see 
How worthy you were both of love and duty, 

Before I lost you; and my misery made 
The glass in which I now behold your virtue I 
While I was good, I was a part of you. 

And of two, by the virtuous hamiony 

Of our fair minds, made one; but since I wandered 

In the forbidden labyrinth of lust, 

Wliat was inseparable is by me divided. — 

With justice, therefore, you may cut me off. 

And from your memory wash tlie remembrance 
That e’er I was; like to some vicious purpose 
Which, in your better judgement, you repent of, 

And study to forget. (rv. iv) 

The colourless imagery here, beside the elaborate, even sinuous con 
duct of the periods, shows how Massinger has distorted the verse 
rhetoric of the stage. He has reduced it to an etiquette of external 
declamation, anticipating a Caroline refinement perhaps, but losing 
the sap of the Elizabethan5. He is elegant without exactness and pon¬ 
derous without weight. 
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In Massinger the characters are always self-conscious* but conscious of 
themselves as public voices* reputations. Conversely, the characters 
of John Ford (1586-1640?) reflect the taste of their period for aristo¬ 
cratic privacy.® The old stage setting of public bustle has receded; the 
distinctive note of the speeches is subdued, introspective. Ford is the 
most delicate stage poet of his time; but, on the other hand, die pathos 
of frustration is his only subject. His three main tragedies - following 
The Lover s Melancholy in the years 1628-32 - bear the eloquent 
titles o£'Tis Pity She*s a Whore^ The Broken Hearty and Love*s Sacrifice; 
while his soberest work, Perkin Warheck{c. 1634), nominally liistorical, 
becomes a study of passive constancy and fortitude, in a mood 
recalling Massinger. Ford’s indifference to pubhc values, however, 
marks a further degree in die social conversion of tragedy. Above all, 
it marks the dissolution of tragedy as an art, since the poet has no ob¬ 
jective standard of judgement remaining to check his liquefying 
emorions. 

Although he follows Burton’s psychology, and although he stresses 
the conflia between desires of the heart and ‘tlit laws of conscience 
and of civil use*. Ford is no modernist pleading for release of inhibi¬ 
tions, as several critics have suggested,^® Pathos is liis aim, not moral 
revolt. The theme of incest in *Tis Pity, for example, is not analysed 
psychologically but is presented as a supreme case of star-cross’d love, 
essentially the same in kind as that of Romeo and JuHet. And the 
same pathos is invoked, in The Broken Heart, for the virtuous Penthca, 
who wastes away under a yoke that she regards as legalized adultery 
because it breaks her pre-contract with her lover, Orgilus; or, again, 
for Fernando and Bianca in Love*s Sacrijice, withholding from techni¬ 
cal adultery but expiring as the martyrs of Platonic restraint. Clearly, 
Ford intends to make these restraints on love come more and more 
from within. Nevertheless, liis object here as a dramatist, recalling 
Webster in The Duchess of Malfi, is simply to exploit the pathos of a 
noble suffering. With Fernando, with Penthea, with the miraculous 
composure of Calantha also in The Broken Heart, and again in Perkin 
Warbeck, a melancholy resignation forms the core of the drama: ‘They 
arc the silent griefs which cut the heart-strings’. It is a variant of the 
older stoicism, but a stoicism now entirely self-pitying and theatrical. 
The air is warm with the altar-smoke and tears of amorous devotion, 
with the steam of transfixed and bleeding hearts. Apart from their 
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resignation, moreover, Ford’s lovers can only flounder despairingly. 
Hence the emotional restraint whicli tics the knot of his tragedies 
passes dircaly into a yearning for release through death. 

Sometimes tliis prevailing mood rises to tlie anguish oCTis Pity: 

Brother, dear brother, know what I have been, 

And know that now there's but a dining-time 
*Twixt us and our confusion; 

more generally, it keeps to the hstlcss, nostalgic cadence of The 
Broken Heart: 

Death waits to waft me to the Stygian banks, 

And free me from this chaos of iny bondage; 

in either case, it remains the mood of a man who has turned his back 
on life. Yet tlicrc is also a complacent, a sopliisticated air about Ford, 
most noticeable in the scenes of mannered perversity ~ evidently to 
the taste of the day^^ - like those where Giovaimi murders liis sister 
and then astounds tlie banqueters with her heart ‘upon his dagger’, 
or where Orgilus courteously bleeds Ithoclcs to death. And Ford’s 
obsessive monotony is all the more striking because his major work 
is full of borrowings and echoes from Shakespeare’s generation; he 
even keeps the plot macliiucry of the old revenge plays. Since he had 
published Iiis first poems as early as 1606 and was writing for the stage 
by 1621 - originally, as a parmer of Dekker and of Webster - he can 
be regarded, in stage liistory, as a belated Jacobean. Iji the disintegra¬ 
tion of tragedy, he is the successor to Webster - but a Webster whose 
sombre power has been flltcred off tlirough Beaumont and Fletcher’s 
romanticism. 

Ford is also die first, and by far the best, of the Caroline play¬ 
wrights. His relaxed pathos, his punctilio, liis sentimental ardours 
represent die courtly ideal of Davenant, Sliirlcy, and the amateurs of 
the 1630s. But die dramatic style of Ins younger rivals sinks to in¬ 
credible levels of dreariness. They are wooden and precious in their 
approach to tragedy or tragi-comedy; above all, they are bored. And 
even in the more congenial form of the masque, Milton’s Comus 
(1634), the one living work of the period, stands apart from the 
courdy theatre and reverts for its poetry to Shakespeare, not to any 
writer for the Caroline stage. 
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With Beaumont and Fletcher, then, the theatre had ceased to at¬ 
tract the best poets or demand the best from the intelligence of its 
public. Not only a puritan like Milton but a courtly poet like George 
Herbert seems to belong to a different world. Taagedy suffered more 
than the other forms of drama from the resulting mental debility. 
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Renaissance Studies (Geneva, 1966-) 

Further bibliographies of this period can be found in the next section, 
in the works by Bn)oke (52), Bush (38), Lewis (17), dc Sola Pinto (13), 
and Wilson ed. Hunter (54). 

VII. General Studies and Collected Essays 

(In tliis section items are arranged chronologically and numbered in 
sequence; in sections below they arc referred to by the author’s sur¬ 
name and the number.) 

1. Cambridge History of English Literature, III-\CI (1908) 

2. Lee, S. The French Renaissance in England (New York, 1910) 

3. Scott, J. G. Les sonnets idisabethains (Paris, 1929) 

4. Empson, W. Seven Types of Ambiguity (London, 1930, rev. I947» 

Peregrine, 1962) 

5. Pearson, L. E. Elizabethan Love Cotwentions (Berkeley, 1933; Lon¬ 

don, 1966): Petrarchism and the Sonnet. 

6. Bradbrook, M. C. ITiemes and Conventions of Elizabethan Tragedy 

(Cambridge, 1935) 

7. Harbage, A. Catfalier Drama (New York, 1936; 1964) 

8. Knights, L. C. Drama and Society in the Age ofjonson (London, 1937 ; 

Peregrine, 1962) 

9. John, L. C. The Elizabethan Sonnet Sequences: Studies in Conventiotud 

Conceits (New York, 1938; ^ 9 ^ 4 ) 

10. Wilson, F. P. Elizabethan and Jacobean (Oxford, 1945) 
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11. McManaway, J. G. (cd.) Joseph Quincy Adams Memorial Studies 

(Washington, D.C., 1948) 

12. Mahood, M. M. Poetry and Humanism (London, 1950) 

13. de Sola Pinto, V. The English Renaissance^ 1510-1(588 (London, 

1938; rev., 1951) 

14. Eliot, T. S. Selected Essays (London, 3rd enlarged cd., 1951) 

15. Danby, J. F. Poets on Fortune's Hill (London, 1952); reprinted as 

Elizabethan and Jacobean Poets (London, 1964) 

16. Smith, H. Elizabethan Poetry (Harvard, 1952) 

17. Lewis, C. S. English Literature in the Sixteenth Century Excluding 

Drama (Oxford, 1954) 

18. Bradbrook, M. C, llie Growth and Structure of Elizabethan Comedy 

(London, 1955; Peregrine, 1963) 

19. Evans, M. English Poetry in the 16th Century (London, 1955, 19 ^ 7 ) 

20. Sells, A. L. The Italian Influence in English Poetry from Chaucer to 

Southwell (London, 1955) 

21. Lever, J.W. The Elizabethan Love^-Sonnet {London, 1956) 

22. Peter, J. Complaint and Satire in Early English Literature (Oxford, 1956) 

23. Bowers, F. Elizabethan Reumge Tragedy {Princeton, 1940; rev. 1959) 

24. Campbell, L. B. Divine Poetry and Drama in 16th^Century England 

(Cambridge, 1959) 

25. Kcnian, A. The Cankered Muse: Satire of the English Renaissance 

(New Haven, 1959) 

26. Brown, J, R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Stratford-upon-Avon Studies 

Vol. 1: Jacobean Theatre (London, i960) 

27. Brown, J. R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Vol. 2; Elizabethan Poetry 

London, 1960) 

28. Brown, J, R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Vol. 3: Early Shakespeare (Lon¬ 

don, 1961) 

29. Brown, J. R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Vol. 5: Hamlet (London, 1963) 

30. Brown, J. R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Vol. 8: Later Shakespeare (Lon¬ 

don, 1966) 

31. Brown, J. R., and Harris, B. (eds.) Vol. 9: Elizabethan Tlteatre 

(London, 1966) 

32. Onistcin, R. The Moral Vision of Jacobean Tragedy (Madison, Wis., 

i960) 

33. Wilson, F. P. 17th Century Prose (Cambridge, i960) 

34. Bluestone, M., and Rabkin, N. (eds.) Shakespeare's Contemporaries 

(New Jersey, 1961) 

35. Clemen, W. English Tragedy before Shakespeare: The Development of 

Dramatic Speech tr. T. S. Dorsch (London, 1961) 
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36. ElHs-Fcrmort U. TTie Jacobean Drama (London, 1936; rev., 1961) 

37. Kaufniann, R. J, Elizabethan Drama, Modern Essays in Criticism 

(Galaxy Books; New York, 1961) 

38. Buvsh, D. English Literature in the Earlier lyth Century (Oxford, 1945; 

rev. cd., 1962) 

39. Talbert, E. W. The Problem of Order. Elizabethan Political Common¬ 

places (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1962) 

40. Waith, E. M. The Herculean Hero in Marlowe, Chapman, Shake¬ 

speare and Dry den (London, 1962) 

41. Wright, L. B,, and La Mar, V. (cds.) Life and Letters in Tudor and 

Stt4art England (Ithaca, N.Y 1962) 

42. Hoslcy, R. (cd.) Essays on Shakespeare and Elizabethan Drama. In 

honour of Hardin Craig (London, 1963) 

43. Alexander, P. (ed.) Studies in Shakespeare (London, 1964) 

44. Mchl, D. The Elizabethan Dumb Show (London, 1965) 

45. Muir, E. Essays on Literature and Society (London, 1949, 1965) 

46. Purves, A. C. (cd.) Theodore Spencer: Selected Essays (New Bruns¬ 

wick, N.J., 1966) 

47. Alpers, P. J. Elizabethan Poetry. Modern Essays in Criticism (Galaxy 

Books; London, 1967) 

48. Peterson, D. L. 'The English Lyric from Wyatt to Donne (Prmccton, 

1967) 

49. Prosser, E. Hamlet and Revenge (London, 1967) 

50. Winters, Y. forms of Discovery. Critical and Historical Essays on the 

Forttts of the Short Poem in English (Denver, Colorado, 1967) ch. i: 
‘Aspects of the Short Poem in the English Renaissance’. 

51. Bentley, G. E. (ed.) TTie 17th Century Stage (London, 1968) 

52. Brooke, T. ‘The Renaissance, 1485-1660’, in A Literary History 0 

England, ed. A. C. Baugh (New York, 1948); with revised 
bibliographies (Lond(»n, 1968) 

53. Gibbons, B. Jacobean City Comedy (London, 1968) 

54. Wison, F. P., cd. G. K. Hunter The English Drama 14^.5-15^5 

(Oxford, 1969) 

55. Muir, K. and Schotmbaum, S. (eds.) A New Companion to Shake¬ 

speare Studies (Cambridge, 1970) 
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vm. Elizabethan English 

Atkins, J. W. H. ‘The Language from Chaucer to Shakespeare*, in 
c.h.e.l. Ill (Cambridge, 1909) 

Baugh, A. C. A History of the Enj^lish Longuaj^e (New York, 1935) 
Bradley, H. ‘Shakespeare’s English*, in Shakespeare's England (Oxford, 
1916) 

Dobson, E. J. English Prommeiation, 1 $00-1700 (2 vols., Oxford, 1957) 
Evans, M. ‘Elizabethan Spoken English*, in Camhrid{fe Journal IV (1951) 
Hulme, H. Explorations in Shakespeare's Lanji^uaji^e (London, 1962) 

Jones, R. F. The Triumph of the English Lan^ua^e (London, 1953) 
Kokeritz, H. Shakespeare's Ih'onunciation (Yale, 1953) 

Quirk, R. ‘Shakespeare*s Language*, in (55) 

Willcock, G. D. ‘Shakespeare and Elizabethan English’, Sh S. VIT, 1954 
Wilson, F. P. ‘Shakespeare and the Diction of Common Life*, in 
p.B.A. XXVII, (1941); repr. in Shakespeare Criticism igjs-ig6o ed. 
A. Ridler (w.c.) 

Wyld, H. C. A History of Modem Colloquial English (Oxford, 1936; 
rev., 1953) 

IX, Criticism, Rhetoric and Literary Theory 

Fraunce, A, The Arcadian Rhetorike (1588) ed. E. Seaton (Oxford, 1950) 
Gilbert, A. H. (ed.) Literary Criticism: Plato to Dryden (Detroit, 1962) 
Hardison, O. B. (ed.) English Literary Criticism: The Renaissance (New 
York, 1963) 

Hoskins, J. Directions for Speech and Style (c. 1599) ed. H. H. Hudson 
(Princeton, 1935) 

Jones, E. D. (ed.) English Critical Essays: i6th-i8th centuries (London, 
1922; w.c.) 

Peacham, H. The Garden of Rhetoric (1593), ed. W. G. Crane (Gaines¬ 
ville, Fla., 1954); facsimile ed. (Menston, Yorks., 1968) 

Puttenham, G. The Arte of English Poesy (1589) ed. G. Willock and 
A. Walker (Cambridge, 1936) ; facsimile ed. (Menston, Yorks., 1968) 
Smith, G. G. (ed.) Elizabethan Critical Essays (2 vols., Oxford, 1904) 
Spingam, J. E. (ed.) Seventeeth Century Critical Essays I (Oxford, 
1909) 

Tayler, E. W. (ed.) Literary Criticism of 17th Century England (New York, 

1967) 

Wilson, T. The Art of Rhetoric (1553) ed. G. H. Mair (Oxford, 1909) 
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Atkins, J. W. H. English Literary Criticism: The Renascence (London, 

1947) 

Bolgar, R. R. The Classical Heritage (Cambridge, 1954) 

Bradbrook, M, C, Shakespeare and Elizabethan Poetry (London, 1951; 
Peregrine, 1965) 

Colic, R. Paradoxia epidemica: The Renaissance Tradition of Paradox 
(Prmccton, 1966) 

Conley, C. H. 7 he first English Translators of the Classics (New Haven, 

1927) 

Craig, H. llte Enchanted Class (New York, 1936) 

Curtins, E. R. European Literature and the Latin Aiiddle Ages, tr. W. 
Trask (New York, 1953) 

Doran, M. Endeavors of Art: A study ofform in Elizabethan drama (Madi¬ 
son, Wis., 1954) 

Fletcher, A. Allegory: The Theory of a Symbolic Mode (Ithaca, N. Y., 1964) 
Hardison, O. B. llte Enduring Monument, A Study of the Idea of Praise 
in Renaissance Literary Iheory and Practice (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1962) 
Hathaway, B. 77 ic Age of Criticism: ITie Late Renaissance in Italy (New 
York, 19(12) 

Herrick, M. T. Comic Theory in the i6ih Century (Urbana, Ill., 1950) 
Ht>iigh, G. A Preface to * The Faerie Queene* (London, 1962) 

Howell, W. S. Logic and Rhetoric in England, 1^00-1 y00 (Princeton, 
1956) 

Ing, C. Elizabethan Lyrics: A Study of. Metres and their Relation to 
Poetic Effect {London, 1951, 1968) 

Joseph, Sister Miriam Shakespeare's Use of the Arts of Language (New 
York, 1947, 1963) 

Lanham, R. A. ^ Handlist of Rhetorical Terms. A Guide for Students of 
English Literature (Berkeley, 1968) 

Lewis, C, S. The Allegory of Love (Oxford, 1936; New York, 1958) 
Matthiesscu, F. O. Translation: An Elizabethan Art (Cambridge, Mass., 

1931) 

Rubel, V. L. Poetic Diction in the English Renaissance. From Skelton 
through Spenser (New York, 1941) 

Somiino, L. A. A Hatidbook to t6th Century Rhetoric (London, 1968) 
Spingam, J. E. History of Literary Criticism in the Renaissance (New York, 
1899) 

Starnes, De Witt, T., and Talbert, E. W. Classical Myth and Legend in 
Renaissance Dictionaries (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1955) 

Stroup, T. B. Microcosmos, The Shape of the Elizabethan Play (Lexington, 

1965) 
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Sweeting, E. J. Early Tudor Criticism (Oxford, 1940) 

Thompson, J. llic Founding of English Metre (London, 1961) 

Tuve, R. Elizabethan and Metaphysical Imagery (Chicago, 1947) 

Vickers, B. W. Classical Rhetoric in English Poetry (London, 1969) 
Wallerstein, R. Studies in 17th Century Poetic (Madison, Wis., 1950) 
Weinberg, B» A History of Literary Criticism in the Italian Renaissattce (2 
vols., Chicago, 1961) 

White, H, O, Plagiarism and Imitation during the English Renaissance 
(Cambridge, Mass,, 1935; London, 1967) 

Wimsatt, W. C. and Brooks, C. Literary Criticism. A Short History (New 
York, 1957) 


X. Drama (see also vii, ix, xi) 

Adams, H. A, English Domestic or Homiletic Tragedy, 1575-1642 (New 
York, 1943) 

Adams, J. C. Tlte Globe Playhouse (Cambridge, Mass., 1943) 

Anglo, S. Spectacle, Pageantry, and Early Tudor Policy (Oxford, 1969) 
Armstrong, W. A. Tlte Elizabethan Private Theatres (London, 1958) 
Baker, H. Induction to Tragedy (Louisiana, 1939) 

Barber, C. L. The Idea of Honour in the English Drama, t5gi-i700 
(Stockholm, 1957) 

Baskervill, C. R. The Elizabethan Jig and Related Song Drama (Chicago, 
1928; New York, 1965) 

Bentley, G. E. The Jacobean and Caroline Stage (7 vols., Oxford, 1941- 
68); ‘Shakespeare and the Blackfriars Theatre’, in Sh.S., I (1948) 
Bevinton, P. M. From * Mankind' to Marlowe (Cambridge, Mass., 1962); 

Tudor Drama and Politics (Cambridge, Mass., 1968) 

Boas, F. S. University Drama in the Tudor Age (London, 1914) 
Bradbrook, M. C. Elizabethan Stage Conditions (Cambridge, 1932, 
1968); The Rise of the Common Player (London, 1962); English 
Dramatic Form (London, 1965) 

Brown, A. ‘Studies in Elizabethan and Jacobean Drama since 1900’, in 
Sh.S., XIV (1961) 

Campbell, L. B. Scenes and Machines on the English Stage during the 
Renaissance (Cambridge, 1923; New York, i960) 

Campbell, O. J. Comicall Satyre and Shakespeare's *Troilus and Cressida* 
(San Marino, 1938) 

Chambers, E. K. The Medieval Stage (2 vols,, Oxford, 1903); The 
Elizabethan Stage (4 vols., Oxford, 1923; rev. 1945) 

Craik, T. W. The Tudor Interlude (Leicester, 1958) 
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Ellis^Fermor, U. The Frontiers of Drama^ rev. ed. with bibliography by 
H. Brooks (London, 1964) 

Empson, W. Some Versions of Pastoral (London, 1935; Peregrine, 1966) 
Faniham, W. The Medieval Heritage of Elizabethan Tragedy (Berkeley, 
1936; rev., 1956) 

Foakes, R. A. ‘Elizabethan Acting* in e &: s, VII (1954) 

Frost, D. L. The School of Shakespeare (Cambridge, 1968) 

Gardiner, H. C. Mysteries* End (New Haven, 1946) 

Gilderslceve, V. C. Government Regulation of the Elizabethan Drama 
(New York, 1908) 

Greg, W. W. Pastoral Poetry and Pastoral Drama (London, 1906); 
Dramatic Documents from the Elizabethan Playhouses (2 vols., Oxford, 

1931) 

Harbage, A. Cavalier Drama (New York, 1936, 1964); Shakespeare*s 
Audience (New York, 1941); Shakespeare and the Rival Traditions (New 
York, 1952) 

Henslowe, P. Diary, ed. W. W. Greg (2 vols., London, 1904); cd. R. A. 

Foakes and R. T. Rickert (Cambridge, 1961) 

Herrick, M. T. Tragicomedy (Illinois, 1926) 

Hillebrand, H. N. The Child Actors (Illinois, 1926) 

Hodges, C. W. The Globe Restored (London, 1953) 

Hosley, R. Articles in Sh.S., X (1957); XII (1959; repr. in 51); XIII 
(i960); Sh.Q., XV (1964); and in (55) 

Hotson, L. Shakespeare’s Motley (London, 1952) 

Hunter, G. K. ‘Seneca and the Elizabethans’ in Sh.S., XX (1967) 

Isaacs, J. Production and Stage Management at the Blackfriars Theatre 
(London, 1933) 

Jacquot, J. (ed.) Fetes de la Renaissance (2 vols., Paris, 1956); Le Lieu 
Th6dtral d la Renaissance (Paris, 1964); Dramaturge et Societc ... aux 
16* et if siecles (Paris, 1968) 

Joseph, B. L. Acting Shakespeare (London, i960) 

Kemodlc, G. From Art to Theater (Chicago, 1944) 

Long, J. H. (ed.) Music in English Renaissame Drama (Lexington, 1968) 
Lynch, K. M. The Social Mode of Restoration Comedy (New York, 1926) 
Murray,]. T. English Dramatic Companies, 1$38-1642 (2 vols,, London, 
1910) 

Naglcr, A. M. A Source Book in Theatrical History (New York, 1952); 

Shakespeare*! Stage (New Haven, 1958) 

NicoU, A. Stuart Masques and the Renaissance Stage (London, 1938) 
Palme, P. Triumph of Peace: A Study of the Whitehall Banqueting House 
(Stockholm, 1956) 
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Prouty» C. T. (ed.) Studies in the Elizabethan Theatre (Hamden, Corm., 
1963) 

Renaissance Dramas ed. S. Schocnbaura (Northwestern U.P„ III, 
annually) 

Reynolds, G. F. The Staging of Elizabethan Plays: At the Red Bull 
Theater, 1603-25 (New York, 1940) 

Ribner, I. The English History Play in the Age of Shakespeare (London, 
1957; rev., 1965) 

Ristine, F. H. English tragicomedy: its origin and history (New York, 
1910, 1963) 

Schelling, F. E. Elizabethan Drama (2 vols., New York, 1908) 
Schoeribaum, S. Internal Evidence and Elizabethan Dramatic Authorship 
(London, 1966) 

Seltzer, D. The Actors and Staging*, in (55) 

Shakespeare Survey, XII: ‘The Elizabethan Theatre* (1959) 

Sisson, C. J. Lost Plays of Shakespeare^s Age (Cambridge, 1936) 

Smith, I. Shakespeare*s Blackfriars Playhouse: Its History and Design 
(New York, 1964) 

Spencer, T. Death and Elizabethan Tragedy (1936; New York, i960) 
Welsford, E. The Court Masque (Cambridge, 1927) 

Wickham, G. Early English Stages 1300 to 1600 (3 vols., London, 

195H 

Wilson, F, P. Shakespearean and Other Studies ed. H. Gardner (Oxford, 
1969) 

Wilson, J. D. ‘The Puritan Attack on the Stage*, in C.H.E.L. VI (Cam¬ 
bridge, 1920) 

Withington, R. English Pageantry (2 vols., London, 1918-20) 

XI. Popular Culture, Prose Fiction 

Annin, R. A Nest of Ninnies (the Fool tradition; 1608; ed. J. P. Collier, 
Shakespeare Society, 1842) 

Clark, A. (ed.) Shirbum Ballads, 1585-1616 (London, 1907) 

Fumivall, F. J. (ed.) Robert Laneham*s Letter: the Entertainment at 

Kenilworth (1575; London, 1907) 

Halliwell, J. O. (cd.) Tarlton*s Jests (Shakespeare Society, 1844) 

Hazlitt, W. C. (ed.) Shakespeare Jestbooks (3 vols., London, 1864) 
Henderson, P. (ed.) Shorter Novels: Elizabethan (Dcloney, Greene, 
Nashe; e.l., 1929) 

Judges, A. V. (ed.) The Elizabethan Underworld (pamphlets; London, 
1930; I9<55) 
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Mish» C. C. (ed.) The Anchor Anthology of Short Fiction oj the Seventeenth 
Century (New York, 1963) 

Rollins, H. E. (ed.) Old English Ballads, 1553-1625 (Cambridge, 1920); 

A Pepysian Garland, 1595-1639 (ballads; Cambridge, 1922) 

Spencer, T. J. B. (ed.) Elizabethan Love Stories (Penguin, 1968) 
Stillinger, J. (cd.) Anthony Munday s ^Zelauto* (Illinois, 1963) 

Stubbes, P. Anatomy of Abuses (1583); ed. F.J. Fumivall (London, 1877) 
Thoms, W.J. (ed.) Early English Prose Romances (3 vols., London, 1828; 
rev., 1907) 

Wimiy, J. (cd.) The Descent oJEuphues (Cambridge, 1957) 

Zall, P. M. (ed.) A Hundred Merry Tales and other English Jestbooks Oj 
the 15th and 16th Centuries (Lincoln, Nebr., 1963) 

Baker, E. A. History of the English Novel: 11 (London, 1929) 

Baskervill, C. R. The Elizabethan Jig and Related Song Drama (Chicago, 
1929; New York, 1965) 

Bradbrook, M. C. The Rise of the Common Player (London, 1962) 
Brand,}. Popular Antiquities of Great Britain (ed. Ellis, London, 1853) 
Chambers, E. K. The Mediaeval Stage I, Bk 11 (folk drama; Oxford, 
1903); The English Folk-Play (Oxford, 1933) 

Chandler, F. W. The Literature of Roguery (2 vols., Boston, 1907) 

Enile, R. E. The Light Reading of Our Ancestors (London, 1927) 
Famham, W. ‘Tlie Mediaeval Comic Spirit in die English Renaissance* 
in (ii), secrion VII above. 

Firth, C. H. ‘Ballad History of the Later Tudors*, in t.r.h.s. Ill (1909); 
‘Ballad History of James P, ibid., V (1911); ‘Ballads and Broadsides’, 
in Shakespeare's England II (Oxford, 1916). 

Herford, C. H. Literary Relations of England and Germany in the 16th 
Century (London, 1886) 

Hodgart, M. J. C. The Ballads (London, 1950) 

Jusserand, J. J. English Novel in the Time of Shakespeare (London, 1890) 
Patchell, M. The Palmerin Romances in Elizabethan Prose Fiction (New 
York, 1947) 

Pettet, E. C. Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition (London, 1949) 
Pruvost, R. Matteo Bandello and Elizabethan Fiction (Paris, 1937) 

Randall, D. B. The Golden Tapestry: a Critical Survey of Non^hivalric 
Spanish Fiction in English Translation (1543-1657) (Durham, N.C., 

1963) 

Rollins, H. E. ‘The Black-letter Broadside Ballads’, in P.M.L.A. XXXIV 

(1919) 

Routh, H. V. ‘Social Literature in Tudor Times’, in C.H.E.L. III, and 
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‘London and the Development of Popular Literature*, in ibid., IV. 
Schlauch, M. Antecedents of the English Nouel, 1400-1600 (London, 1963) 
Simpson, C. M. The British Broadside Ballad (New Brunswick, N. J., 
1966) 

Sisson, C. J. Lost Plays of Shakespeare*s (Cambridge, 1936) 

Tiddy, R. J. E. The Mummer's Play (Oxford, 1923) 

White, H. C. Social Criticism in Popular Religious Literature of the 16th 
Century (New York, 1944) 

Wilson, F. P. Survey of Jestbooks in Huntington Library Quarterly, II 
(1938) 

Wright, L. B. Middle-class Culture in Elizabethan England (chapters xi- 
XV ; Chapel Hill, N.C., 1935) 

XII. Authors, Books, Patrons and Public 
Adamson, J. W. ‘Literacy in England in the 15th and i6th Centuries*, 
in The Library (1930) 

Bennett, H. S. English Books and Readers Vol. 11 , 1^58 to 160^ (Cam¬ 
bridge, 1965) 

Blagden, C. The Stationer's Company: a history, 1403-igsg (London, 
i960) 

Bradbrook, M. C. The Rise of the Common Player (London, 1962) 
Greg, W. W. Some Aspects and Problems of London Publishing between 
1^50 and 16^0 (Oxford, 1953); ^nd Collected Papers ed. J. C. Maxwell 
(Oxford, 1966) 

Hunter, G, K.John Lyly. The Humanist as Courtier (London, 1962) 
Irwin, R. The Heritage of the English Library (New York, 1964); chapter 
xi, ‘Evidences of literacy*. 

Miller, E. H. The Professional Writer in Elizabethan England (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1959) 

Rosenberg, E. Leicester, Patron of Letters (New York, 1955) 

Rostenberg, L. Literary, Political, Scientific, Religious and Legal Publish¬ 
ing, Printing and Bookselling in England, ij}i-iyoo (New York, 1965) 
Saimdcrs, J. W. 77 ie Profession of English Letters (London, 1964) 
Sheavyn, P. The Literary Profession in Elizabethan England (1909); rev. 
J. W. Saunders (Manchester, 1967) 

Williams, F. B. Index of Dedications and Commendatory Verses in English 
Books before 1641 (London, 1962) 

Wilson, F. P. ‘Authors and Patrons in Tudor and Stuart Times*, in 
(ii), section VII above. 

Wilson, J. D. (ed.) Life in Shakespeare's England (chapter vi, ‘Books and 
Authors'; Pelican, 1944) 
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Ault, N. (cd.) Elizabethan Lyrics (London, 1949); Seventeenth-Century 
Lyrics (London, 1950) 

Allott, R. (comp.) England's Parnassus (1600), ed. C. Crawford (Oxford, 

1913) 

Chambers, E. K. (ed.) The Oxford Book of 16th Century Verse (Oxford, 
1932; rev., 1961) 

Donno, E. S. (ed.) Elizabethan Minor Epics (London, 1963) 

England's Helicon (1600; 1614) ed. H. Macdonald (London, 1949, 1962) 
Fcllowes, E. H. (cd.) English Madrigal Verse 1^88-1632 (Oxford, 1920); 

rev. and enlarged by F. W. Stemfcld and D. Greer (Oxford, 1967) 
Grierson, H. J. C., and Bullough, G. (cds.) The Oxford Book of 17th 
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Lucie-Smith, E. (cd.) ThePenguitiBookoJElizabethan Kerse(Penguin, 1965) 
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Robertson, J. (cd.) Poems by Nicholas Breton not hitherto reprinted (Liver¬ 
pool, 1952) 
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York, 1952) 

Mahl, M. R. (ed.) 17th Century English Prose (New York, 1968) 
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Roberts, M. (cd.) Elizabethan Prose (London, 1933) 

Stanwood, P. G., and O’Connor, D. (eds.) John Cosin: A collection oj 
private devotions (Oxford, 1967) 

Ure, P. (ed.) TThe Pelican Book of English Prose II: 17th Century (Pelican, 
1956) 

Vickers, B. W. (cd.) Seventeenth Century Prose (London, 1969) 

Wilson, J. D. (cd.) Life in Shakespeare's England: a Book of Elizabethan 
Prose (Cambridge, 1911) 


Drama 

Adams, J. Q. (ed.) Chief Pre^Shakespearean Dramas (Cambridge, Mass., 
1924) 

Annstrong, W. A. (ed.) Elizabethan History Plays (London, 1965, w.c.); 
cont.: Bale King John; Anon. Edward III; Anon. Woodstock; Ford 
Perkin Warbeck; Davenport King John and Matilda 
Bond, R, W. (cd.) Early plays from the Italian (Oxford, 1911) 

Brooke, C. F. T. (cd.) TT/e Shakespeare Apocrypha (Oxford, 1908) 
Cunliife, J. W. (cd.) Early English Tragedies (Oxford, 1912) 

Dodsley, R. (ed.) A Select Collection of Old Plays (ed. W. C. Hazlitt, 
15 vols., London, 1874-6; New York, 1964) 

Eliot, T. S. (cd.) Seneca's Tragedies (Eng. trans., 1581; ‘Tudor Transla¬ 
tions*, 2 vols., London, 1927) 

Evans, H. A. (ed.) English Masques (London, 1897) 

Everitt, E. B., and Armstrong, R. L, (eds.) Six Early Plays Related to the 
Shakespeare Canon (Copenhagen, 1965) 

Harrier, R. C. (ed.) An Anthology of Jacobean Drama (2 vols., New York, 

1963) 

Home, H. H. (ed.) Nero and Other Plays (m.s., 1888) 

Lawrence, R. G. (ed.) Early tjth Century Drama (London, 1963, E.L.) 
Me Ilwraith, A. K. (ed.) Five Elizabethan Comedies (London, 1934, 
W.C.); Five Stuart Tragedies (London, 1953, w.c.) 
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Salgado, G. (ed.) Three Jacobean Tragedies (Penguin, 1965) 

Spencer, T. J. B., and Wells, S. (cds.) A Book oj Masques, in honour of 
Allardycc NicoU (Cambridge, 1967) 

Thorndike, A. (ed.) Minor Elizabethan Drama (2 vols., e.l., 1910) 

Note: The chief anonymous plays of the period can be found in the above 
collections and in the Malone Society Reprints: bibliography in Chambers, 
Elizabethan Stage IV, or in Harbagc and Schoenbaum, Annals of English Drama. 
Two notable editions of anonymous plays are Woodstock; A Moral History, ed. 
A. P. Rossiter (London, 1946), and The Three Parnassus Plays, ed. J. B. 
Lcishman (London, 1949). 


Authors 

ASCHAM, ROGER (1515-68): Humanist; b. Yorkshire (?); St John’s 
College, Cambridge; prominent Greek scholar; Toxophilus, on archery 
and education, pub. 1545; tutor to Princess Elizabeth, 1548; secretary to 
English ambassador to Charles V, 1550-53; private tutor and secretary 
to Queen Elizabeth, 1558; said to have lived and died in poverty owing 
to addiction to dicing and cock-fighting; chief work on education. The 
Schoolmaster, pub. 1570. 

Whole Works, ed, J. A. Giles (4 vols., London 1864-5) 

English Works, ed, W. A. Wright (Cambridge, 1904) 

The Schoolmaster, ed. J. E. B. Mayor (London, 1863; New York, 1968); 
ed. R. J. Schoeck (Ontario, 1966); cd. L. V. Ryan (Ithaca, N.Y., 1968) 

See F. Caspari, Humanism and the Social Order in Tudor England (Chicago, 

1954) 

L. V. Ryan, Roger Ascham (Stanford, 1963) 

BACON, FRANCIS, first Baron Verulam and Viscount St Alban (1561- 
1626): Philosopher, lawyer, and statesman; b. York House, Strand, 
London; Trinity College, Cambridge, 1573-5; Gray’s Inn, 1576; at¬ 
tached to English Ambassador to France, 1577-9; on death of father, 
I579» entered legal and political career; began main scientific work, 
1603; Solicitor-General, 1607; Attorney-General, 1613; Lord Chan¬ 
cellor, 1618; Baron, 1618; Viscount, 1621; deposed from office on 
charges of bribery, 1621; thereafter devoted himself to writing and to 
scientific research. 

Works (including Life and Letters) cd. Spedding, Ellis, and Heath (14 vols., 
London 1857-74; repr. New York, 1968) abridged cd. J. M. Robertson 
(i voL, London, 1905) 

The Philosophy of Francis Bacon i6oj--i6og, ed. B. Farrington (Liverpool, 
1964) includes English versions of three early scientific works not 
translated by Spedding 

Selected Works by R. F. Jones (New York, I 937 )» H. G. Dick (New 
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York, 1955), F* Anderson (New York, i960), and A- Johnston 
London, 1965) 

Novum Organum, cd. T. Fowler (London, 1878; rev. 1880) 

Essays and Advancement of Learnings ed. A. W. Wright (London, l86z and 
Oxford, 1873): also in w.c. and b.l. 

See F. H. Anderson, The Philosophy of Francis Bacon (Chicago, 1948); 
Francis Bacon, His Career and his Thought (Univ. of S. California, 
1962) 

C. D. Broad, The Philosophy of Francis Bacon (Cambridge, 1926) 

B. Farrington, Francis Bacon, Philosopher of Industrial Science (London, 

1951) 

H. Haydn, The Counter-Renaissance (New York, 1950) 

D. G. James, The Dream of Learning (Oxford, 1951) 

R. F. Jones, Ancients and Moderns. A Study of the Rise of the Scientific 
Movement in Sevetiteenth-Century England (rev. ed., St Louis, 
Wasliington, 1961; Berkeley, 1965) 

P. Rossi, Francis Bacon, From Magic to Science tr. S. Rabinovitch (Lon¬ 
don, 1968) 

B. W. Vickers, Francis Bacon and Renaissance Prose (Cambridge, 1968) 
B- W, Vickers (ed.), Essential Articles on Francis Bacon (Hamden, Conn., 
1968) 

K. R. Wallace, Francis Bacon on the Nature of Man (London, 1967) 

B. Willey, The Seventeenth-Century Background (London, 1934; 
Peregrine, 1962); The Biglish Moralists {London, 1964) 

BEAUMONT, FRANCIS (1584-1616): Dramatist; son of Sir Francis 
Beaumont of Grace-dieu, Leicestershire; Oxford, 1597; Inner Temple, 
1600; fritmd of Drayton and Jonson; collaborated with Fletcher from 
c. 1608 to 1613; first play. The Woman Hater, pub. 1607. 

The Works of Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher ed. A. Glover and A. R. 
Waller (10 vols,, Cambridge, 1905-12); cd. F. Bowers (Cambridge, 
1966—) 

Select Plays (m.s., 2 vols.; and e.l.) 

Rollo, Duke of Normandy, ed. J. J. Jump (Liverpool, 1948) 

A King and No King, ed. R. K, Turner (London, 1963; s.r.d.S.) 

The Knight of the Burtting Pestle, ed. A. S. March (New York, 1908) 

Sec W. W. Appleton, Beaumont and Fletcher (London, 1956) 

D. L. Frost, The School of Sludeespeare (Cambridge, 1968) 

A. Harbagc, Shakespeare and the Rival Traditions (New York, 1952) 

C. Leech, The John Fletcher Plays (London, 1962) 

K. Lynch, 77 ie Social Mode of Restoration Comedy (New York, 1926) 
A. Mizener, *A King and No King', in Modem Philology XXXVIII 

(1941) 

A. H, Thorndike, The Influence of Beaumont and Fletcher on Shakespeare 
(Worcester, Mass., iSKJi) 
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E. M. Waith, The Pattern of Tragicomedy in Beaumont and Fletcher (New 
Haven, 1952) 

L. B. Wallis, Fletchert Beaumont and Company (New York, 1947) 
Essays by Bradbrook (6), Harbage (7), Danby (15), Bradbrook (18), 
Edwards (26), Ornstein (32), Wilson (34), Ellis-Fernior (36) 

BROME, RICHARD (d. 1652): Dramatist; nothing known of birth or 
earlier life; served Jonson in some capacity (possibly secretary); wrote 
for King’s Company. 

Works of Richard Brome (3 vol., London, 1873) 

The Antipodes and A Mad Couple Well Matched in Six Caroline Plays cd. 

A. S. Knowland (London, 1966; w.c.) 

The Antipodes, cd. A. Haasker (London, 1967; r.r.d.s.) 

See J. L. Davis, The Sons of Ben (Detroit, 1967) 

A. L. Harbage, Cavalier Drama (New York, 1936, 1964) 

R. J. Kaufman, Richard Brome, Caroline Playwright (New York, 1961) 

BURTON, ROBERT (1577-1640): Psychologist; b. Leicestershire; Nun¬ 
eaton and Sutton Coldfield schools; Christ Church, Oxford; vicar of 
St Thomas’s, Oxford; rector of Segrave, Leicestershire. 

Ihe Anatomy of Melancholy ed. A. H. BuUen (3 vols., London, 1893); ed. 
F. Dell and P. Jordan-Smith (New York, 1927); ed. H. Jackson (3 vols., 
London, 1932; e.l.) 

See L. Babb, Sanity in Bedlam (East Lansing, 1959) 

W. R. Mueller, The Anatomy of Robert Burton*s England (Berkeley, 
1952) 

J. M. Murry, Countries of the Mind London, 1922) 

J. Simon, Robert Burton et L*Anatomic de la M^lancolie (Paris, 15RS4) 

J. Webber, The Eloquent T*. Style and Self in Seventeenth-Century Prose 
(London, 1968) 

Essays by Wilson (33), Bush (38) 

CAMPION, THOMAS (1567-1620): Poct and musician; son of John 
Campion, one of the cursitors of Chancery Court; Peterhouse, Cam¬ 
bridge; law student; degree in medicine; found patron in Sir Thomas 
Monson; wrote masques 1607-13; renowned among contemporaries as 
musician as well as poet. 

Works ed. P. Vivian (Oxford, 1909); cd. W. R. Davis (New York, 1967) 
Observations in the Art of English Poesie, in G. G. Smith (Section DC 
above) 

See H. C. Colics, Voice and Verse (London, 1928) 

C. Ing, Elizabethan Lyrics (London, 1951, 1968) 

M. M. Kastcndicck, Thomas Campion, England*s Musical Poet (New 
York, 1938) 
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W. McUers, Music and Society (London, 1946) 

B. Pattison, Music and Poetry of the English Renaissance (London, 1948) 
P. Warlock, The English Ayre (London, 1926) 

CHAPMAN, GEORGE (c. I559~i634): Poct and dramatist; b. Hertford¬ 
shire; claimed to be self-taught but perhaps studied at Oxford; travelled 
abroad; served in Netherlands wars (?); first poem, Tlte Shadow of Nighty 
1594; writing for stage from c. 1595-1603; patrons - Essex, then Prince 
Henry 1604-12, then Somerset; friends and/or collaborators - Marlowe, 
Harriot the astronomer, Inigo Jones, Marston, and Jonson; imprisoned 
with Marston and Jonson for offending the Scots in Eastward Ho!, 
1605; translated the Iliad and Odyssey, 1598-1616; much of his life spent 
in poverty. 

Works ed. R. H. Shepherd (London, 1875-92) 

Tragedies (London, 1910) and Comedies (London, 1914) ed. T. M. Parrott 
Best Plays by George Chapman (m.s.) 

Bussy d'Anthois ed. J. Jacquot (Paris, n.d. [1960)); ed. R. J. Lordi (London^ 
1964, R.R.D.S.); cd. N. Brooke (London, 1964, r.p.) 

The Widow's Tears ed. E. M. Suieak (London, 1967, r.r.d.s.) 

Chapman's Homer ed. Allardycc Nicoll (2 vols., London, 1957). Contains 
Iliad{vo\. i) Odyssey and the Lesser Homerica (vol. 2). For his translations 
from Musacus, Hesiod, and Juvenal consult Hymns and Epigrams of 
Homer ed. R. Hooper (London, 1888) and see Schocll below. 

Poems cd. P. B. Bartlett (New York, 1941). For Hero and Leander, poem 
completed by Chapman, sec Marlowe’s Poems ed. L. C. Martin, 

Sec T, Bogard, The Tragic Satire of John Webster, Part One (Berkeley and 
Los Angeles, 1955) 

D. Bu.sh, Mythology and the Renaissance Tradition (rev.. New York, 

1963) 

D. J. Gordon, ‘Chapman’s Hero and Leander*, in English Miscellany 

V (1954) 

M. H. Higgins, ‘The “Senccal Man”; Chapman’s Bussy D’Ambois* 
in R.E.S., XXIII (1947) 

J. Jacquot, George Chapman, sa vie, sa pohie, son thddtre, sa pensU 
(Paris, 1951) 

C. S. Lewis, 'Hero and Leander*, p.b.a., XXXVIll (1952), and in (47) 
G. dc F. Lord, Homeric Renaissance: G. Chapman (New Haven, 1956) 
M. MacLurc, George Chapman, a critical study (London, 1966) 

E. Rees, The Tragedies of George Chapman (Cambridge, Mass., 1954) 

F. L. SchocU, J&tudes sur rhumanisme continental en Angleterre (Paris, 
1926) 

J. W. Wcilcr, George Chapman - the Effect of Stoicism upon his Tragedies 
(New York, 1949) 

L, R. Zocci, Elizabethan Narrative Poetry (New Brunswick, N.J., 1950) 
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Essays by Bradbrook (i8), Ure (26), Orastein (32), Ellis-Fermor (36), 
Battenliouse (37), Bush (38), Waith (40), E. Muir (45) 

DANIEL, SAMUEL (1562-1619): Poet; b. near Taunton; son of music- 
master and brother of John Daniel, a great song composer; Magdalen 
Hall, Oxford; travelled in France and Italy; tutor in various noble fami¬ 
lies; patrons included Sidney’s sister and Fulke Greville; translating 
1585; first poems (sormets), 1591; held minor court offices; wrote four 
court entertainments, 1603-14; managed the Queen’s Revels Children 
and helped to found a Cliildrcn’s Company at Bristol, 1615; d. in retire¬ 
ment at Somerset. 

Complete Works^ ed. A. B. Grosart (5 vols., London, 1885-96; New York, 

1963) 

Civil Wars ed. L. Michel (New Haven, 1958) 

‘Delia* sonnets in Sidney Lee, Elizabethan Sonnets (London, 1904) 

Poems and a Defense ofRyme ed. A. C. Sprague (Cambridge, Mass., 1930; 
London, 1950) 

A Vision of the Twelve Goddesses (masque) ed. H. A. Evans in Ettglish 
Masques (Glasgow, 1897) 

Musophilus ed. R. Himelick (Indiana, 1965) 

Cleopatra cd. M. Lederer (Louvain, 1908) 

Philotas ed. L. Michel (Londoji, 1949) 

A defence of Rhyme^ in G. G. Smith (Section IX above) 

See Joan Rees, Samuel Daniel (Liverpool, 1964) 

C. Scronsy, Samuel Daniel (New York, 1967) 

Essays by Scott (3), Jolin (9), Lewis (17), Lever (21), Bush (38), Spencer (46) 

DAVIES, SIR JOHN (1569-1626): Poet; b. Tilsbury, Wiltshire; Win¬ 
chester and Oxford; entered Middle Temple and formed literary fnend- 
ships c. 1588; disbarred for assault on a fellow-member of the Middle 
Temple, 1598-1601; prominent administrator in Ireland under James I; 
appointed Lord Chief Justice of England but died of apoplexy before 
taking office. 

Works ed. A. B. Grosart (2 vols., London, 1876) 

Orchestra, ed. E. M. W. Tillyard (London, 1945) 

Poems in Silver Poets of the i 6 th Century G. BuUctt (e.l.) 

Sec E. M. W. Tillyard, The Elizabethan World Picture (London, 1943 ) 
Essays by Spencer (46), Eliot (47) 

DEKKER, THOMAS (c. 1572-C, 1632): Dramatist and pamphleteer; 
Londoner; writing continually from 1598; frequent stage collaborations; 
took part against Jonson in ‘War of the Theatres’, 1599-1601; in prison 
for debt, 1613-19. 
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Plays ed. F. Bowers (Cambridge, 1953-1961); cd. E. Rhys (selection, m.s.) 
The twn-^ramatic works cd, A. B. Grosart (5 vols., London, 1884-6; New 
York, 1963) 

Pli^ue Pamphlets ed. F, P. Wilson (Oxford, 1925) 

Selected Writings ed. E D. Pendry (London, 1967) 

The GuWs Hornbook ed, R. B. McKerrow (London, 1904, 1907) 

The Shoemaker's Holiday ed, J. B. Steane (Cambridge, 1965) 

See K. L. Gregg, Thomas Dekker^ a Study in Economic and Social Back^ 
grounds (Seattle, 1924) 

M. L. Hunt, Thomas Dekker: A Study (Columbia, 1911) 

M. T, Jones-Davics, Un peintre de la vie londonienne: Thomas Dekker 
(2 vols., Paris, 1958) 

A- V. Judges, Elizabethan Underworld {London, 1930; 1965) 

Essays by Knights (8), Bradbrook (18), Brown (26), EUis-Fermor (34 and 
36), Gibbons (53) 

DELONEY, THOMAS (d. 1600): Ballad-writcr and novelist; Norwich 
silk-weaver; writing ballads in London, 1586 (?); aroused official dis¬ 
pleasure in 1596 by reference to the Queen in a baDad; turned to novel 
writing; d. in poverty. 

Life by A. Chcvalley, Thomas Delaney (Paris, 1926) 

Works ed. F. O. Mann (Oxford, 1912; 1967) 

Novels cd. M. E. Lawlis (Bloomington, 1961) 

Jack of Newbury and Thomas of Reading in Shorter Novels, Elizabethan and 
Jacobean (e.l.) 

The Garland of Goodwill (ballads), reprinted J. H. Dixon (London, 1842) 
Sec R. G. Howarth, Two Elizabethan Writers of Fiction: Thomas Nashe 
and Thomas Deloney (Cape Town, 1950) 

M. E. Lawlis, Apology for the Middle Class: The Dramatic Novels of 
Thomas Deloney (Bloomington, 1961) 

M. Schlauch, Antecedents of the English Novel, 1400-1600 (London, 
1963) 

DRAYTON, MICHAEL (1563-1631): Poct; b. Hartshill, Warwickshire; 
son of prosperous tradcs-people; page in house of Sir Henry Gooderc; 
lasting friendship with Anne Gooderc (‘Idea* in his sonnets); poems of 
many kinds, 1591-1630; writing plays for Henslowe, 1597-1602; found 
patron in Sir Walter Aston; made many literary friendships. 

Works cd. J. W. Hebei (4 vols., Oxford, 1931-5) 5th vol. ed. K. Tillotson 
and B. H. Newdigatc (Oxford, 1941; all rev., 1961) 

Poems (selected) ed. J. Buxton (2 vols., London, 1953) 

Sec D. Bush, Mythology and the Renaissance Tradition (rev., New York, 

1963) 

O. Elton, Michael Drayton, A Critical Study (London, 1905) 
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C. Maddison, Apollo and the Nine: a History of the Ode (London, 
i960) 

L. R. Zocca, Elizabethan and Narrative Poetry (New Brunswick, N.J., 
1950) 

Essays by Scott (3), John (9), Smith (16), Lever (21) 

FLETCHER. JOHN (i575Hi625): Dramatist; b. Rye, Sussex; son of 
clergyman (later Bishop of London) and member of prominent literary 
family; began writing for stage c, 1607, first with Beaumont, then in 
collaboration with Massinger and others; died of plague. 

Works and Criticism - Sec under Beaumont 

FORD, JOHN (1586-C. 1640?): Dramatist; member of landed Devon¬ 
shire family (?); Oxford; Middle Temple, 1602; early poems, 1606; 
writing for stage from 1613. 

Works ed. W. Gifford (2 vols., 1827); rev. A. Dyce (3 vols., London, 1869. 

1895) 

Dramatic Works. Vol. I ed. S. P. Sherman (Louvain, 1908), Vol. II ed. 

H. de Vocht (Louvain, 1927); Selected plays in m.s. and e.l. 

The Broken Heart ed. T. J. B. Spencer (London, 1963; ».?.); ed. B. Morris 
(London, 1965; n.m.); ed. D. K. Anderson (London, 1968, r.r.d.s.) 

*Tis Pity She*s A Whore, ed. N. W. Bawcutt (London 1966; r.r.d.s.); 
ed. B. Morris (London, 1968; n.m.) 

Perkin Warbeck ed. D. K. Anderson (London, 1965; r.r.d.s.); ed. P. Urc 
(I^ondon, 1968; r.p.) and in Elizabethan History Plays ed. W. A. Arm¬ 
strong (w.c.) 

Sec R. Davril, Le Drame de John Ford (Paris, 1954) 

C. Leech, 7o/i« Ford and the Drama of his Time (London, 1957) 

H. J. Oliver, The Problem of John Ford (Melbourne, 1955) 

M. J. Sargeaunt, Je/ju Ford (Oxford, 1935) 

G. F. Sensabaugh, The Tragic Muse of John Ford (London, 1944) 

M. Savig, John Ford and the Traditional Moral Order (Madison, Wis., 
1968) 

P. Urc, ‘Love’s Sacrifice’, in Modem Language Quarterly^ XI; ‘The 
Broken Heart’, in English Studies, XXXII (1951) 

Essays by Bradbrook (6), Eliot (i4)» Omstein (32), EUis-Fcrmor (36), 
Kaufmann (37) 

GASCOIGNE, GEORGE (i542?-77): Poct; b. Bedfordshire; son of Sir 
John Gascoigne; Cambridge; entered Gray*s Inn; M.P. for Bedford; 
went to Holland to escape creditors, 1573 . and did military service there; 
one of the first of Elizabethan gentry to turn to literature as an aid in 
making a career - poems, plays, novel-writing, moral pamphlets. 

Works ed. J. W. Cunlifie (a vols., Cambridge. 1907-1910) 
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A Hundffth Sundrie Flowers ed. C. T. Prouty (Columbia, Missouri 1942) 
Notes of instruction in English Verse, in G. G. Smith (Section IX above) 
Life by C. T. Prouty (New York, 1942; 1966) 

See J. Thompson, The Founding of English Metre (London, 1961) 

Essays by Peterson (48), Winters (50) 

GREENE. ROBERT (c. 1558-92): Dramatist and novelist; b. Norwich; 
Cambridge; travelled and began writing for press before taking M.A.; 
became leader of Bohemian literary group, London; reputation for dis¬ 
sipation, mainly owing to his own sensational confessions in auto¬ 
biographical pamphlets. 

Complete Works ed. A. B. Grosart (15 vols., London, 1881--6; New York 
1964) 

Plays ed. T. H. Dickinson (m.s.) 

Plays and Poems ed. J. C. Collins (2 vols., Oxford, 1905) 

Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay ed. D, Seltzer (London, 1963; r.k.d.s.) 
Pamphlets ed. G. B. Harrison (Bodlcy Head Quartos), and A. V. Judges 
(ed.) The Elizabethan Underworld (London, 1930; 1965) 

Two novels in Shorter Elizabethan Novels (e.l.) 

Pandosto in The Descent of Euphues ed. J. Winny (Cambridge, 1957) 

See F. Ferrara, Vopera narrativa di Robert Greene (Venezia, 1957) 

E. H. Miller, The Professional Writer in Elizabethan England (Cambridge, 
Mass,, 1959) 

R. Pruvost, Robert Greene et ses romans (Paris, 1938) 

M. Schlauch, Antecedents of *he English Novel 1400-1600 (London, 

1963) 

S. L. Wolff, The Greek Romances in Elizabethan Prose Fiction (New 
York, 1912) 

Essays by Bradbrook (19), Sanders (28), Clemen (35), Muir (42) 

GREViLLB, FULKE (1554-1628); Pocf, b. Beauchamp Court, Warwick¬ 
shire; Shrewsbury and Cambridge; joined school friend Sidney at 
court, 1577; held many official positions; great patron of letters; d. from 
wound inflicted by discharged servant. 

Works ed. A. B. Grosart (4 vols., London, 1870) 

Life of Sidney ed. N. C. Smith (Oxford, 1907) 

Poems and Dramas ed. G. BuUough (2 vols., London, 1939, 1969) 

Selected Poems ed. T. Gunn (London, 1968) 

The Remains ed. G. A. Wilkes (London, 1965) 

See M. W. Croll, Works of Fulke Greville (Pliiladelphia, 1904) 

Essays by Scott (3), John (9), EUis-Fcrmor (36), Peterson (48), Winters (50), 
1 . Morris (Sh.S. XIV, 1968) 

HALL, JOSEPH (1574-1656): Pocf, b, Ashby-dc-la-Zouchc; Emmanuel, 
Cambridge, 1589; Puritan leanings; verse satires, 1597; also Utopian 
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prose satire and ‘character’ writings; much religious prose; Bishop of 
Exeter, 1627; defended episcopacy against Milton, 1641. 

JVorks ed. P. Wynter (10 vols., Oxford, 1863) 

Poems cd. A. Davenport (Liverpool, 1949) 

Heaven upon earth, and Characters of Vertues and Vices ed. R. Kirk (New 
Brunswick, N.J., 1948) 

Character lVritinx*s of the 17th Century cd. H. Morley (London, 1891) 

Sec D. Bush, English Literature in the Early 17th Century (Oxford, 1945; 
1962) 

B. Boyce, The Theophrastan Character in England to 1642 (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1947; London, 1967) 

HARVEY, GABRIEL (i545?~i63i): Teacher of rhetoric and cla.ssical 
literature; born at Saffron Walden, eldest son of prosperous ropeinakcr; 
Christ’s College, Cambridge; in 1570 became Fellow of Pembroke Hall, 
where he met Spenser, who became a lifelong friend and with whom he 
discussed the practicability of strict Latin verse-models (Harvey is repre¬ 
sented in The Shepherd's Calendar as Hobbinol); led a quarrelsome life 
at Cambridge, frequently suing for office and being passed over; moved 
to Trinity Hall in 1578, in which year he presented celebratory verses 
to Queen Elizabeth on her visit to Audley End; with his Foure Letters 
of 1592 entered into a violent controversy with Greene; Nashe came to 
the defence of Greene with a scries of brilliantly abusive pamphlets from 
Strange News (1593) to Have with you to Saffron Walden (1596); in 1599 
it was ordered that ‘all Nashes bookes and Dr. Harvey’s bookes be taken 
wheresoever they may be found’ and that they should not be reprinted; 
later life spent quietly at Saffron Walden. 

Works cd. A. B. Grosart (3 vols., London, 1884-5) 

Foure Letters, and certaine sonnets: especially touching Rolyert Create c<L 
G. B. Harrison (London, 1922; Edinburgh, 1967) 

Ciceronianus ed. H. S. Wilson, tr. C. A. Forbes (Lincoln, Nebraska, 1945) 
The Letter Book of Gabriel Harvey ed. E. J. Scott (Camden Society, London, 

1884) 

Marginalia ed. G. C. Moore Smith (Stratford-on-Avon, I>9I3) 

Excerpts from his literary criticism in G. G. Smith (Section IX above) 

See P. A. Duhamel, ‘The Ciccronianism of Gabriel Harvey’, Studies in 
Philology, XLIX (1952) 

H. Haydn, The Counter-Renaissance (New York, 1950) 

G. C. Moore Smith, introduction to ed. of Pedantius (Louvain, 1905) 

W. Schrickx, Shakespeare's Early Contemporaries: the Background of the 

Harvey-Nashe Polemic and 'Love's Labour's Lost* (Antwerp, 195 ^) 

H. S. Wilson, ‘The Humanism of Gabriel Harvey*, in (ii) 
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HBYWOOD, THOMAS (c. 1570-1641): Dramatist; b. Lincolnshire (?); 
Cambridge (?); earliest play, 7 }te Four Prentices of London (pub. 1615), 
may have been written as early as 1592; from 1596 writing and acting 
for Admiral’s Company; produced much non-drainatic work in verse 
and prose (e.g. An Apology for Actors, c. 1608); claimed for himself in 
1633 ‘two hundred and twenty (plays) in which I have had either an 
entire hand, or at the least a maiji finger*. 

Dramatic Works ed. R. H. Shepherd (6 vols., London, 1874) 

Best Plays ed. A. W. Verity (m.s.) 

A woman killed with kindness cd. R. W. Van Fossen (London, 1961; r.p.) 
An Apology for Actors (Shakespeare Society, 1841) 

Sec F. S. Boas, Thomas Hey wood (London, 1950) 

A. M, Clark, Thomas Heywood (Oxford, 1931) 

M. Grivelet, Thomas Heywood ct le drame domestiqne dlizahdthain (Paris, 

1957) 

Essays by Bradbrook (18), Eliot (14), Brown (42), Grivelet (Sh.S., XIV, 
1961) 

HOOKER, RICHARD (1553?-i6oo): Thcologian; b. Flcavitrec, Exeter; 
Corpus Christi College, Oxford; became Fellow of College; Master of 
Temple, 1585; held various livings; leading Anglican controversialist. 

Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, ed, J. Kcble, rev. R. W. Church and F. Paget (3 
vols., Oxford, 1888); Books 1-IV ed. R. Bayne (2 vols., e.l.); Book 
VIII, ed. R. A. Houk (Columbia, 1931) 

See J. W. Allen, Political Thought in the 16th Century (London, 1928) 

M. H, CarnJ, Phases of Thought in England, ch. vi (Oxford, 1949) 

A. P. d’Entr^ves, The medieval contribution to political thought: Thomas 
Aquinas, Marsilius of Padua, Richard Hooker (London, 1939) 

A. S. McGrade, ‘The Coherence of Hooker’s Polity: the Books on 
Powcr\ Journal of the History of Ideas, XXIV (1963) 

J. S. Marshall, Hooker and the Anglican Tradition (Tennessee, 1963) 

C. Morris, Political Thought in England: Tyndale to Hooker (London, 

1953) 

C. J. Sisson, The judicious marriage of Mr. Hooker and the birth of the 
*Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity* (Cambridge, 1940) 

I. "Walton, Lives, ed. G. Saintsbury (w.c.) 

Essays by Lewis Talbert (39) 

JONSON, BENJAMIN (1572-1637): Dramatist; b. Westminster; son of 
minister; Westminster School; bricklayer till enlisted; writing for 
Henslowe by 1597; leading figure in ‘War of the Theatres*; regarded as 
leader among London poets and wits; wrote masques for court which 
were regarded with great favour by James, 1605-31; from 1616 granted 
pension as ‘King’s poet*; succeeded Middleton as city chronologer, 
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The Works of Ben Jonson ed. C. H. Herford, P. and E. Simpson (ii vols, 
Oxford, 1925-52) 

Best Plays of Ben Jonson ed. B. Nicholson (m.s.) 

Complete Plays of Ben Jonson ed. F. E. Schclling (e.l.) 

Five Plays ed. Herford and Simpson (London, 1953, w.c.) 

Three Comedies ed. M. Jamieson (Penguin, 1966) 

Every Man in his humour ed. A. Sale (London, 1949); ed. M. Seyniour- 
Sinitli (London. 1966. n.m.) 

Sejanus ed. J. Barish (Yale, 1965); ed. W. F. Bolton (London, 1966, n.m.) 
Volponc ed. D. Cook (London, 1962); ed. A. Kernan (Yale, 1962); ed. 

J. B. Bamborough (London, 1963) 

Epicoene ed. D. Beaurline (London, 1967; r.k.d.s.) 

The Alchemist ed. F. H. Mares (London, 1967, R.P.); ed. J. B. Stcanc 
(Cambridge, 1967) ;)ed. D. Brown (London, 1966, n.m.) 

Bartholomew Fair ed. E. A. Honsman (Londoii, i960, h.p.); ed. M.Hussey 
(London, 1964, n.m.); ed. E. M. Waitli (Yale, 1963); ed. E. Partridge 
(London, 1964, u.r.d.s.) 

The Devil is an Ass ed. M. Hussey (London, 1967) 

Timber, or Discoveries cd. G. B. Harrison (Bodlcy Head Quartos; London, 
1923, Edinburgh, 1966); in Herford and Simpson VIII (text) and XI 
(notes); excerpts in collections by Spingam and Tayler (Section IX 
above) 

Sec The Man and his Work, in Herford and Simpson I 

J. A. Barish, Ben Jonson and The Lanj^ua^e of Prose Comedy (Cambridge, 
Mass., i960) 

J. A. Barisii (ed.), Twentieth Century Views: Ben Jonson (New Jersey, 

1963) 

G. E. Bentley, Shakespeare and Jonson. Their Reputations in the jyth 
Century Compared (2 vols., Cambridge, 1945); but see D. L. Frost 
in ShQ.. XVI (1965) 

O-J. Campbell, Comicall Satyre (San Marino, 1938) 

J. L. Davis, The Sons of Ben (Detroit, 1967) 

B. N. Dc Lun2, Jonson s Romish Plot: ^Catiline* (Oxford, 1967) 

J. J. Enck, Jonson and the Comic Truth (Madison, Wis., 1957) 

W. T. Furniss, ‘Ben Jonson*s Masques’ in Three Studies in the Ren-- 
aissance (New Haven, 1958) 

A. H. Gilbert, The Symbolic Persons in the Masques of Be*i Jomon 
(Durham, N.C., 1948) 

D. J. Gordon, Essays on Jonson’s Masques in j.w.c.l., VI (1943) and 

XII (1949) 

G. J. Jackson, Vision and Judgment in Ben Jonson s Drama (New Haven, 
1968) 

J. C. Meagher, Method and Meaning in Jonson s Masques (Notre Dame, 
Ind., 1966) 

A. Nicoll, Stuart Masques and the Renaissance Stage (London, 1957) 

S. Orgel, The Jonsonian Masque (Cambridge, Mass., 1965) 
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E. B. Partridge, The Broken Compass (London. 1958) 

A. H. Sackton, Rhetoric as a Dramatic Language in Ben Jomon (New 
York, 1948, 1968) 

L. G. Salingar, ‘Farce and Fashion in Epicocne\ e & s, XX (1967) 

C. G. Thayer, Ben Jonson: Studies in the Plays (Norman, Ok., 1963) 
Essays by Harbage (7), Knights (8), Eliot (14), Bradbrook (18), Hill (26), 
Armstrong (26), Partridge (31), Ornstein (32), EUis-Fermor (36), 
Gibbons (53) 

KYD, THOMAS (1558-94): Dramatist; b. London, son of a scrivener; 
Merchant Taylors* School ; worked as a scrivener before writing plays 
and translations (?); connected with Marlowe. 

Works, cd. F. S. Boas (Oxford, 1901, rev. 1955) 

The Spanish Tragedy ed. P. Edwards (London, 1959; R.P.); ed. B, L. 
Joseph (London, 1964; n.m.); cd. A. S. Cairncross (London, 1967; 

R.R.D.S.) 

See H. Baker, Induction to Tragedy (Louisiana, 1939) 

F. T. Bowers, Elizabethan Revenge Tragedy (Princeton, 1940; rev. 

1959) 

F. Carr^re, Le ThMtre de Thomas Kyd (Toulouse, 1951) 

P. Edwards, Thomas Kyd and Early Elizabethan Tragedy {London, 1966) 
A. Freeman, Thomas Kyd (Oxford, 1967) 

Essays by Barish (31), Clemen (35), Empson (37), Harbage (42), Johnson 
(42), Ivlehl (44), Prosser (49) 

LODGE, THOMAS (c. 1558-1625): NovcHst and poet; son of a Lord 
Mayor of London; Merchant Taylors* School; Trinity, Oxford, 1573; 
Lincoln’s Inn, 1578; began writing 1579 with defence of plays; with 
Cavendish's expedition to South America, 1591-3; wrote poems, novels, 
pamphlets, and plays; took medical degree at Avignon, 1600, and be¬ 
came a Catholic, but returned to London to practise. 

Complete Works ed. E. Gossc (4 vols., Hunterian Club, 1875-83; New 
York, 1963) 

A Margarite of America ed. G. B. Harrison (Oxford, 1927) 

Rosalynde ed. W. W. Greg (London, 1907) 

See D. Bush, Mythology and the Renaissance Tradition in English Poetry 
(Minneapolis, 1932; rev.. New York, 1963) 

M. Ryan, Jr, Thomas Lodge, Gentleman (Hamden, Conn., 1959) 

C. J. Sisson, Lodge and Other Elizabethans (Cambridge, Mass., 1933; 
New York, 1966) 

Essays by Scott (3). John (9) 

lYLY, JOHN (c. 1554-1606): Dramatist and novelist; b. Canterbury; 
Oxford; patron - Earl of Oxford; struggled for place at court; famous 
for his novel Euphues, 1578; writing plays for children’s acting com- 
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panics of Chapel Royal c. 1584; wrote pamphlet supporting cause of 
bishops in Martin Marprelate controversy; M.P. for Hindon, Aylesbury, 
and Appleby, 1589-1601. 

fVorks ed. R. W, Rond (3 vols., Oxford, 1902; 1967) 

Euphues cd. M. W. Croll and H. Clemons (London, 1916; New York. 
1964) 

J. Winny (ed.) Thv Descent of Euphues (Cambridge, 1957) 

Sec J. A. Barish, ‘The Prose Style of John Lyly*, k.l.h., XXIII (1956) 

G. K. Hunter, John Lyly (London, 1962) 

Essays by Parks (11), Lewis (17), Bradbrook (18), Powell (31), Knight 
(34 and 37) 

MARLOWE, CHRISTOPHER (i564-93): Dramatist and poet; son of 
prosperous Canterbury shoemaker; King*s School, Canterbury, and 
Cambridge; govemment agent; writing for theatre c. 1586; murdered 
in tavern brawl. 

Works and Life ed. R. H. Case et al. (6 vols., London, 1930-33) 

Works ed. C. F. Tucker Brooke (London, 1910); also m.s. 

Plays cd. L. Kirschbaum (New York, 1962); ed. 1 . Ribncr (New York, 
1964) 

Tatnhurlaine I and U cd. J. D. Jump (London, 1968; r.r.d.s.) 

Doctor Faustus 1604-16; Parallel Texts ed. W. W. Greg (Oxford, 1950) 
Doctor Faustus; A Conjectural Reconstruction ed. W. W. Greg (Oxford, 

1950) 

Dr. Fausttts cd. J. D. Jump (London, 1962; r.p.); ed. R. Gill (London, 

1965; N.M.) 

Dido and Aiassacre at Paris cd. H. J. Oliver (London, 1968; r.p.) 

Edward II cd. W. M. Merchant (London, 1967; n.m.) 

The Jew of Malta cd. R. W. Van Fossen (London, 1964; r.r.d.s.); ed. 

T. W. Craik (London, 1966; n.m.) 

Poems cd. M. MacLurc (London, 1968; r.p.) 

SeeJ. Bakelcss, The Traj^icall History of Christopher Marlowe (2 vols., 
Cambridge, Mass., 1942) 

R. W. Battenhouse, Marlowe's Tamhurlaine {1^41; rev. ed., Nashville, 
Tcnn., 1964) 

J. P. Brockbank, Marlowe: Dr Faustus (London, 1963) 

D. Bush, Mythology and the Renaissance Tradition in English Poetry 
(Minneapolis, 1932; rev.. New York, 1963) 

D. Cole, Suffering and Evil in the Plays of Christopher Marlowe (Prince¬ 
ton, 1962) 

G. K. Hunter, ‘The Theology of Marlowe*s The Jew of Malta*, in 
J.W.C.I.. XXVII (1964) 

P. H. K ocher, Christopher Marlowe: A Study of His Thought, Learning 
and Character (London, 1946) 

C. Leech, (ed.) Twentieth Century Views: Marlowe (N. Jersey, 1964) 
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H. Levin, The Oveneacher (Cambridge, Mass., 1952) 

J. B. Steane, Marlowe (Cambridge, 1964) 

W. Sanders, The Dramatist and the Received Idea (Cambridge, 1968) 
Tulane Drama Review, Marlowe Centenary Issue (VIII; Summer, 1964) 

F. P. Wilson, Marlowe and the Early Shakespeare (Oxford, 1953) 

L. R. Zocca, Elizabethan Narrative Poetry (New Brunswick, N.J., 
1950) 

Essays by Bradbrook (6), Eliot (14), Brooke (31), Duthic (34), Clemen 
(35), Ribncr (37). Mahood (37), Waitli (40), Lewis (47) 

MARSTON, JOHN (1576-1634): Dramatist; b. Oxfordshire; son of 
lawyer; Brasenose, Oxford, 1591; Middle Temple, 1594; first writing, 
1598; engaged with Dekker in ‘War of the ITieatrcs’ against Jonson 
(i 599 “I< 5 oi) with whom he later became friendly; wrote plays for boys* 
companies; ordained, 1609. 

The Plays of John Marston ed. H. H. Wood (3 vols., Edinburgh, 1934-9) 
The Poems of John Marston cd. A. Davenport (Liverpool, 1961) 

The Malcontent ed. M. L. Wine (London, 1964; R.R.D.S.); cd. B. Harris 
(London, 1967, n.m.) 

Antonio and Mellida and Antonio's Revenge cd. G. K. Hunter (London, 

1965; R.R.D.S.) 

The Dutch Courtesan ed. M. L. Wine (London, 1965; R.R.D.S.) 

The Fawn cd. G. A, Smith (London, 1965; R.R.D.S.) 

SceJ. Axelrad, Un Malcontent Elizabethain ijohn Marston (Paris, 1956) 

O. J. Campbell, Comicall Satyre (San Marino, 1938) 

A. Caputi, Jo/wi Marston, Satirist Ithaca, N.Y., 1961) 

G. Cross, ‘Marston, Montaigne, and Morality: The E>utch Courtesan 
Reconsidered*, in b.l.h., XXVII (i960) 

P. J. Finkelpearl, John Marston of the Middle Temple. An Elizabethan 
Dramatist in his Social Setting (London, 1969) 

Essays by Eliot (14), Bradbrook (18), Peter (22), Kcman (25), Hunter 
(26), Omstcin (32), Spencer (34 and 46), EUis-Fcrmor (36), Schoenbaum 
b7)» Mehl (44), Prosser (49), Gibbons (53) 

'martinmarprblatb*: pseudonym of writer of seven tracts support¬ 
ing cause of Puritan divines by ridiculing bishops; tracts appeared be¬ 
tween October 1588 and end of 1590. 

Ed. W. Pierce (London, 1911) 

See J. D. Wilson in C.H.E.L., III, ch. xvii (Cambridge, 1908) 

£. A. Arber, An Introductory Sketch to the Martin Marprelate Con^ 
troversy (London, 1879) 

MASSINGER, PHILIP (1583-1640}: Dramatist; b. Salisbury; son of 
officer in household of the Herbert Eunily, who became his patrons; 
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Oxford, 1602; began writing for stage c. 1613, collaborating with 
Fletcher and others. 

The Plays cd. W. Gifford (London, 1809, 1813); ed. F. Cunningham 
(London, 1868) 

Ten Plays cd. A. Symons (m.s.) 

The City-Madam ed. T. W, Craik (London, 1964; N.M.); ed. C. Hoy 
(London, 1964; a.a.D.s.) 

A New Way to pay Old Debts ed. T. W. Craik (London, 1964; n.m.) 

See A. H. Cruickshank, Philip Massinger (Oxford, 1920) 

T. A. Dunn, Philip Massinger (London, 1957) 

Essays by Knights (8), Harbage (9), Eliot (14), Edwards (42) 

MIDDLETON, THOMAS (1580-1627): Dramatist; b. London; aristo¬ 
cratic background; Oxford, 1598; writing pamphlets, 1597; plays, 1602 
onwards; and pageants, 1613; collaborated with William Rowley and 
other dramatists; in disfavour with the govenunent for his anti-Spanish 
play, A Game at Chess (1624); city chronologer, 1620-26. 

Works cd. A. H. BuUcn (8 vols., London, 1885-6) 

Ten plays ed. H. Ellis (m.s.; 2 vols., 1887-90) 

The Changeling ed. N. W. Bawcutt (London, 1958, 1961 [corr,]; R.P.); ed. 
P, Thomson (London, 1964; n.m.); ed. G. Williams (London, 1967; 
R.R.D.S.) 

A Game at Chess cd. R. C. Bald (Cambridge, 1929); ed. J. W. Harper 
(London, 1966; n.m.) 

Michaelmas Term ed. R. Levin (London, 1967; r.r.d.s.) 

A Mad World, My Masters ed. S, Henning (London, 1965; r.r.d.s.) 

A Chaste Maid in Cheapsidc cd. A. Brissenden (London, 1968; r.r.d.s.) 

A Trick to Catch the Old One cd. G. J. Watson (London, 1968; n.m.) 
Women Beware Women ed. R. Gill (London, 1968; n.m.) 

See R. H. Barker, Thomas Middleton (New York, 1958) 

C. Ricks, ‘The Moral and Poetical Structure of Tlte Changeling'^ 
Essays in Criticism, X (i960); and ‘Word-play in Women Beware 
Women*, r.e.s., XII (19^1) 

S. Schoenbaum, Middletoti*s Tragedies (New York, 1955) 

Essays by Bradbrook (6), Knights (8), Eliot (14), Bradbrook (18), Parker 
(26), Omstcin (32), EUis-Fermor (36), Mchl (44), Gibbons (53) 

NASHE, THOMAS (c. 1567-1601): Pamphleteer; b. Lowestoft; son of 
minister; Cambridge; in London c. 1588 as one of University Wits 
writing for stage and press; wrote pamphlets against authors of Mar- 
prelate tracts and against Gabriel Harvey. 

Works cd. R. B. McKcrrow (5 vols.; Oxford, 1904-10); rev. cd. by F. P. 

Wilson (Oxford. 1958) 

Selected Works cd. S. Wells (London, 1964) 
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The Unfortunate Traveller ed. H. F. B. Brett-Smith (Oxford, 1927) and in 
Shorter Elizabethan Novels (e.l.) 

Nashc-Harvey pamphlets in G. G. Smith (Section IX above) 

See O. J- Campbell, Comkall Satyre (San Marino, 1938) 

G. R. Hibberd, Thomas Nashe (London, 1962) 

A. Latham, "The Unfortunate Traveller\ in E & s, 1948 
E. H. Miller, The l^ofessional Writer in Elizabethan England (Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass,, 1959) 

W. Schrickx, Shakespeare*s Early Contemporaries: the Background of the 
Harvey-Nashe Polemic and *Love*s Labour's Lost* (Antwerp, 1956) 
Essays by Lewis (17), Bradbrook (18), Kcrnan (25) 

PEELE, GEORGE (c. 1557-96): Dramatist; son of London citizen and 
salter; Christ’s Hospital and Oxford; successful player as well as play¬ 
wright; reputation for dissipation; wrote pageants in later years. 

Life and Works general ed. C. T, Prouty (New Haven, 1952 —) 

Works ed. A. H. Bullen (2 vols., London, 1888) 

See D. H. Home, Ceorge Peek (New Haven, 1953) 

Essays by Bradbrook (18), Jenkins (34), Clemen (35), Prosser (49) 

PUTTENHAM, GEORGE (c. 1525^-90): Critic; courticr (nephew of Sir 
Thomas Elyot) and probable author of The Art of English Poetry (begun 
c. 1569 [?], pub. 1589). 

Ed. G. D. Wilkock and A. Walker (Cambridge, 1936); facsimile ed. 
(Menston, Yorks., 1968) 

See R. F. Jones, The Triumph of the English Latiguage (London, 1953) 

B. W. Vickers, Classical Rhetoric in English Poetry (London, 1969) 

RALEGH, SIR WALTER (c. 1552-1618): Poct, philosopher, soldicr, ex¬ 
plorer; son of Devonshire gentleman; Oxford; associate of leading 
scholars and scientists; expedition to Virginia, 1584; Guiana, 1595, etc.; 
one of Elizabeth’s most prominent courtiers, 1579-86; imprisoned in 
Tower for alleged complicity in plots against James I, 1603; released, 
1616, for expedition to Orinoco; arrested and executed after failure of 
expedition. Most of his poems were written 1579-1603; his History and 
essays were written during his imprisonment in the Tower. 

Life by D. B. Quinn (London, 1947); by W. M. Wallace (Princeton, 1959) 
Works ed. Oldys and Birch (8 vols., Oxford, 1829; New York, 1962) 
Poems ed. A. M. C. Latham (London, 1951) 

Selected Prose ed. G. E. Hadow (Oxford, 1917) 

The Discovery of Guiana (Hakluyt Society, III, 1848; and in Hakluyt*s 
Voyages^ e.l.) 

See M. C. Bradbrook, The School of Night (Cambridge, 1936) 

P. Edwards, Sir Walter Raleigh (London, 1954) 
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Sir C. Firth, ‘Raleigh’s History*, in Essays Historicai and Literary 
(Oxford, 1938; 1968) 

H. Haydn, The Counter-Renaissatue (New York, 1950) 

Christopher Hill, ‘Raleigh - Science, History and Politics*, in In- 
tellectual Origins of the English Revolution (Oxford, 1965) 

W. Oakeshott, Tlte Queen and the Poet (London, i960) 

A. L. Rowsc, Ralegh and the Throckmortons (London, 1962) 

E. Strathmann, Sir Walter Ralegh: A Study in Elizabethan Skepticism 
(New York, 1951) 

SACKVILLE, THOMAS (1536-1608); Poet, aristocratic background and 
Inner Temple; collaborated with Thomas Norton in Gorboduc (1561) 
and contributed (1563) to The Aiirrorfor Magistrates \ then devoted him¬ 
self to public career - Earl of Dorset; Lord Treasurer of the Privy 
Council; Chancellor of Oxford University. 

Works ed. R. Sackvillc-Wcst (London, 1859) 

Gorboduc cd. J, W. Cunlilfc, Early English Classical Tragedies (Oxford, 
1912); and in Five Elizabethan Tragedies^ ed. A. K. Mcllwraith (London, 
1959. w.c.) 

The Minor for Magistrates cd. L. B. Campbell (Cambridge, 1938, 1946; 
New York, i960) 

See H. Baker, Induction to Tragedy (Louisiana, 1939) 

P. Bacquet, Thomas Sackville (Geneva, 1966) 

W. Famliam, The Medieval Heritage of Elizabethan Tragedy (Berkeley, 
1936) 

Essay by Clemen (35) 

SHAKESPEARE, WILLIAM (1564-1616): Dramatist; b. Stratford-on- 
Avon; son of prominent yeoman-citizen; probably educated at Strat¬ 
ford Grammar School; married, 1582; in London, c. 1584-92, acting, 
and writing plays and poems; leading sharer in Earl of Leicester’s com¬ 
pany (later, 1594, Lord Chamberlain’s men, acting in their own Globe 
Theatre, 1599-1613, and also in the fashionable Blackfriars from 1608; 
renamed the King’s men, 1603, the most successful company of the day, 
both at court and with the general public); friend of the Earl of 
Southampton; granted coat-of-arms, 1596; bought New Place, 1597, 
and other property later; retired to Stratford, 1611. 

Note. Due to the vast amount of Shakespeare criticism this section of the Bihlio^ 
graphy is necessarily more selective than others. General studies which include 
Shakespeare and which are listed elsewhere are not repeated here. Although most of 
the items in the Bibliography are relevant to the full understanding cj Shakespeare, 
especially relevant material will be found in Sections VII-X above^ 

Biography 

E. K. Chambers, William Shakespeare: A Study of Facts and Problems (2 
vols., Oxford, 1930; abr. by C. Williams, 1933) 
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B. R. Lewis (ed.), The Shakespeare Doamients (2 vols., Stanford 1940) 

E. L. Fripp, Shakespeare Man and Artist {2 vols., Oxford, 1938, 1964) 

C. J. Sisson, ‘The Mythical Sorrows of Shakespeare’, in (43) 

G. E. Bentley, Shakespeare: A Biographical Handbook (New Haven, 1961) 
M. Eccles, Shakespeare in Warwickshire (Madison, Wis,, 1961) 

J. G. McManaway, ‘Recent Studies in Shakespeare’s Chronology*, in 
Sh.S., Ill (1950) 

H. N. Gibson, The Shakespeare Claimants (London, 1962) 

Editions: Facsimilies 

Quarto Facsimiles ed. W. W. Greg and C. Hinman (Oxford, I939~) 

First Folio Facsimile ed. H. Kokcritz (New Haven, 1954) 

The Poems in Facsimile (New Haven, 1964) 

One-Volume Texts 

Tudor Shakespeare ed. P. Alexander (London, 1951) 

Complete Works ed. C. J- Sisson (London, 1953) 

Separate Plays 

Arden ed. W. J. Craig and R. H. Case (London, 1899-1924); New Arden, 
rev. ed. U. M. EUis-Fermor el al. (1951-) 

New Shakespeare ed. J. D. Wilson et aU (Cambridge, 1921-68) 

New Variorum ed. H. H. Furness ei al. (Philadelphia, 1871-) 

Pefiguin ed. G. B. Harrison (1937-59) 

Signet ed. S. Barnet et al. (New York, i960-) 

New Penguin ed. T. J. B. Spencer et al. (London, 1967-) 

Attributed Plays 

The Shakespeare Apocrypha ed. T. Brooke (London, 1908) 

5 ix Early Plays Related to the Shakespeare Canon ed. E. B. Everitt and R. L. 

Armstrong (Copenhagen, I <>65) 

General Reference 

Annual Bibliographies can be found in the periodicals listed above (Section 
VI), also in Shakespeare Survey and Shakespeare Quarterly 

E. A. Abbott, A Shakespearean Grammar (London, 1870 ed.) 

J. Bartlett, Complete Concordance to Shakespeare (London, 1894) 

O. J. Campbell and E. G. Quinn (eds.), A Shakespeare Encyclopaedia 
(London, 1966) 

W. Ebisch and L. L. SchUcking, A Shakespeare Bibliography (Oxford, 
1931; Supplement, 1936) 

H. GranviUc-Barker and G. B. Harrison (eds.), A Companion to Shake-^ 
speare Studies (Cambridge, 1934) 

F. E. Halliday, A Shakespeare Companion (London, 195^; Penguin, 1964) 

K. Holzknecht, The Backgrounds of Shakespeare*s Plays (New York, 1950) 
K. Muir and S. Schoenbaum (eds.), A New Companion to Shakespeare 

Studies (Cambridge, 1970) 

C, T. Onions, A Shakespeare Glossary (Oxford, 1911) 

E. Partridge, Shakespeare*s Bawdy (London, 1955) 
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G. R. Smith, A Classified Shakespeare Bibliography igjd-igsB (Penn¬ 
sylvania, 1963) 

Textual Studies 

F. Bowers, On Editing Shakespeare (Philadelphia, 1955); Textual and 
Literary Criticism (Cambridge, 1959); Bibliography and Textual Criticism 
(Oxford, 1964). but see J. K. Walton in Sh.S., XIX (1966) 

F. Bowers (ed.), Studies in Bibliography (1948-; University of Virginia), 
an annual periodical with many studies of Shakespeare's text. 

G. I. Duthie, The "Bad" Quarto of "Hamlet* (Cambridge, 1941); edition of 
King Lear (Oxford, 1949); Elizabethan Shorthand and the First Quarto of 
*King Lear* (Oxford, 1950) 

W. W. Greg, The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare {rev. ed., Oxford, 1954); 
The Shakespeare First Folio (Oxford, 1955) 

C. Himnan, The Printing and Proof-Reading of the First Folio of Shakespeare 
(2 vols., Oxford, 1963) 

E. A. J. Honigmann, The Stability of Shakespeare's Text (London, 1965) 
L. Kirschbaum, Shakespeare and the Stationers (Columbus, Oliio, 1955) 
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Other Masters (Cambridge, Mass., 1940); Shakespeare Studies (New York, 
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C. B. Watson, Shakespeare and the Renaissance Concept of Honor (Princeton, 
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{Note. There are already too many collections of modern Shakespeare 
criticism to list here individually. Amongst the publishers of these series arc: 
Prcntice-HaU {Twentieth Century Vieu^s)^ Macmillan {Casebooks)^ Penguin, 
Oxford University Press New York {Galaxy Books), Thomas Cro’well {Case¬ 
books), Chicago University Press.) 

SHIRLEY, JAMES (1596-1666): Dramatist; b. London; Merchant Tay¬ 
lors* School and Oxford; took Orders and obtained living in Hertford¬ 
shire; after conversion to Catholicism, became schoolmaster; vrrotc for 
theatre, c. 1625-42; followed patron, Earl of Newcastle, to Civil War 
for a time; died from terror and exposure in Great Fire of London. 

Works ed. W. Gifford and A. Dyce (6 vols., London, 1833) 

Best Plays cd. E. Gosse (London, 1888; m.s.) 

The Wedding and The Lady of Pleasure in Six Caroline Plays cd, A. S. 

Knowland (London, 1962; w.c.) 

The Cardinal, ed. C. R. Forker (Bloomington, Ind., 1964) 

The Traitor, ed. J. S. Carter (London, 1965; r.r.d.s.) 

Sec K. M. Lynch, The Social Mode of Restoration Comedy (New York, 1926) 
Essays by Bradbrook (6), Harbagc (7) 

SIDNEY, SIR PHILIP (i 554-86): Poet and novelist; b. Penshurst; aristo¬ 
cratic background (nephew of Earl of Leicester); Shrewsbury and Ox¬ 
ford, 1567; entrusted with many diplomatic missions by Elizabeth; 
banished from court, 1580, for outspoken opposition to Elizabeth’s 
marriage with the Duke of Anjou; did most of bis writing 1580-83 (at 
Wilton House, the home of his sister, then Countess of Pembroke); 
reconciled with the Queen and knighted, 1583; went to Holland as 
Governor of Flushing during Spanish war with Netherlands; died of 
wounds during relief of Zutphen. 

Life by M. W. Wallace (Cambridge, 1915); by John Buxton. Sir Philip 
Sidney and the English Renaissance (London, 1954 ) 

Works ed, A. Feuillcrat (4 vols., Cambridge, 1912-26; 1962; 'Old* Arcadia 
[original vcr.<iion] in voL IV; *Neto* or revised version in vol. I) 

Poems cd. W. A. Ringler (Oxford, 1962) 

Astrophil and Stella cd. M. Putzcl (New York, 1967) 

Psalms ed. J. C. A. RathmcU (New York, 1963) 

Apology for Poetry cd. G. K. Shepherd (London, 1965); also in collections of 
criticism by G. G. Smith, A. Gilbert and E. D. Jones (Section IX, above) 
Sec F. Caspari, Humanism and the Social Order in Tudor England (Chicago, 

1954) 

S. M. Cooper, The Sonnets of Astrophel and Stella. A Stylistic Study 
(The Hague, 1968) 

R. Delasanta, The Epic Voice (The Hague, 1967) 
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D. Kalstonc, Sidney's Poetty: Contexts and Interpretations (Harvard, 

1965) 

R. L. Montgomery, Symmetry and Sense: The Poetry of Sir Philip 
Sidney (Austen, Texas, 1961) 

K. O. Myrick, Sir Philip Sidney as a Literary Craftsman (Cambridge, 
Mass., 193 s) 

N. L. Rudcnstinc, Sidney's Poetic Development (Harvard, 1967) 
Sidney's Arcadia: W. R. Davis, A Map of Arcadia: Sidney's Romance in 
Its Tradition and R. A, Lanham, The Old 'Arcadia* (London, 1965) 
J. Thompson, The Founding of English Metre (London, 1961) 

E. M. W, TUlyard, The English Epic and its Background (London, 1954) 
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1912) 

R. B. Yoimg, English Petrarke, in Three Studies in the Renaissance (New 
Haven, 1958) 
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sions (Amsterdam, 1929, 1966) 

Essays by Scott (3), Empson (4), Jolm (9), Danby (15), Smith (16), Lewis 
(17), Lever (21), Robertson (27). Talbert (39), Spencer (46), Winters (50) 

TOURNEUR, CYRIL (c. 1570/80-1626): Dramatist; career obscure; first 
poem, 1600; other writings, 1605-13; appears to have been befnended 
by the Vere family, and the Cecils; employed in Netherlands, 1613; 
served as Sir Edward Cecil’s secretary in unsuccessful Cadiz Expedition, 
1625; disembarked among sick in Ireland and died there. 

Works ed. Allardyce Nicoll (London, 1930, 1963) 

Webster and Tourneur (chief tragedies) ed. J. A. Symonds (m.s.) 

The Atheist's Tragedy ed. 1. Ribner (London, 1964; R.P.) 

The Revenger's Tragedy ed. R, A. Foakes (London, 1966; R.P.); ed. B. 
Gibbons (London, 1967, n.m.) 

See M. H. Higgins, ‘Calvinistic Thought in The Atheist's Tragedy'; R.E.S., 
XDC (1943) 

H. Jenkins, ‘Tourneur*, in R.B.S., XVII (1941) 

P. B. Murray, A Study of Cyril Tourneur (London, 1964) 

S. Schoenbaura, Middleton's Tragedies (New York, 1955) 

Essays by Bradbrook (6), Eliot (14), Peter (aa), Bowen (23), Omstein (32), 
Lisca (34), EUis-Fcrmor (36), Salingar (37), Nicoll (42), Prosser (49) 

WEBSTER, JOHN (c. 1570/80-1625/34): Dramatist; son of London 
tailor; probably apprenticed to tailor for a time; freeman of Merchant 
Taylors Company, 1603-4; wrote for Hcnslowe c. 1602; collaborated 
with several contemporary playwrights, particularly Dckker, but 
gradually abandoned collaboration for independent work; helped to 
prepare Lord Mayor*s pageant, 1624. 
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Ducfiess of Malf*: Sources^ ThemeSf Characters (Harvard, 1962) 
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Acton 29, 33, 36, 41, 4S, 66, 87, 109, 
116, 147 fF., 282-3, 464-6 
Allegory 35. 52, 55, 57, 61, 63, 77-88, 
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221-3, 240, 320, 324, 328, 341, 
348 - 9 » 351,355.392.399.408,418 
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Architecture 29-30, 457-8 
Ascham, Roger 22-3, 34, 43, 73, 336, 
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Bacon, Sir Francis 21, 24, 25, 27, 36. 
45 , 51, 90, 99, 105, ii2(Jonson), 
114 (Jonson), 111-15, 145, 334. 
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An Advertisement Touching on Holy 
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Apophthegms New and Old 370-71 
Catalogus historiarum particularium 
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Cogitaia et Visa 373 
De Augmentis Scientiarum 371, 373, 
375 - 8 , 381 
Essays 70, 112, 370 
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369-70. 382-3 
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New Atlantis 113, 372-3, 384 
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377-81 
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atio et Afgumentum 373 


The Advancement of Learning 27, 90, 

113, 372-4, 384 

The Wisdom of the Ancients 113, 373 
Baker, Sir Richard 150-51, 155 
Chronicles of the Kings of England 150 
Theatrum Triumphans or a Discourse 
of Plays 151 
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Beaumont, Francis 45, no, 125, 283, 
284 (Shakespeare), 286, 294, 427, 
429-37, 439 - 40 . 472-3 
The Knight of the Burning Pestle 126 
Sec also under Fletcher 
Brome, Richard 426-7 (Jonson), 473 
The New Academy 426 
The Sparagus Garden 426 
Dull, John 388-9, 388 (Shakespeare) 
Walsingham 388 

Burbage, Richard 66,103,150-51, ^54 
Burleigh, William Cecil, Lord 15, 
16, 28-9, 36, 38 

Burton, Robert 26, 112,114, 438, 473 
The Anatomy of Melancholy 24, in 
Byrd, William 386 (Shakespeare), 

388-93 

Exsurge Domine 392 

Calvin 20, 94. 96. I 34 . 322, 343 . 354 
Campion, Thomas 35, 92, 401-8, 
473-4 

Author of Light 404-7 
Castiglione 23, 91, 13 L 134 
The Courtier 91, 131 
Cecil, Robert 37, 62, 341 
Chapman, George 24, 32, 43, 45 , 
68-9, 79, 83-4 (Jonson), 85 
(Shakespeare), 96-7, 106, 145, 
318 (Jonson), 318-33, 327 {Jon¬ 
son), 336,338.418 (Shakespeare), 
420 Oonson), 436. 474-5 
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A Humorous Day's Mirth 83, 420 
All Fools 83, 420 

Bussy D'Amhob 84, 102. 106, 157, 
323-5» 327-9 

Byron 102, 323-5. 327 “ 9 . 332 
Caesar and Pompey 67, 84, 327, 329 
Homer 69, 83, 318-23, 328 
May Day 83 
Monsieur D*Olive 85 
The Shadow of Night 145 
The Revenge of Bussy D'Amhois 323- 
4, 326. 329, 354 
The Tears of Peace 320, 329 
The Tragedy of Chabot 323-5 
Chettlc, Henry 76, 105 (Shakespeare), 

341 

Hoffman 10$ 

‘Civility* 17. 19. 35. 52, 69-71, 73-6, 
79, 8i, 84-5. 87-9, 94. 1 16, 336. 
451-3 

Copernicus 23, 25, 26 
Court 15,16, 29-31, 35-7. 45. 54. 58. 
73-4, 88, 98, no, 121, 137, 282, 
418, 429, 432, 447-51 
Courtiers 24, 31, 36-7, 42-3, 61, 76, 
86, 112, 124, 131, 134, 277, 282 
Courtly Love 23, 86, 218, 219 

Daniel, John 403, 414-15 
Funeral Tears 414 

Daniel, Samuel 56,62,69,96,131-45, 
144-5 (Jonson), 294, 326, 475 
D^ence of Rhyme 93 
Delia 132, 134-7, I 39 - 4 I 
History of England 145 
Musophilus 43, 75, 83, 98, 144 
Philotas 102, 132, 146 
Poetical Epistles 144 
The Civil Wars Between the Two 
Houses of Lancaster and York 144 
The Complaint of Rosamund 138 
Davenant, Sir William 429, 439 
Love and Honour 431 
Davies, Sir John 36, 69, 97-8, 475 
Epigrams 74 


Orchestra, A Poem of Dancing 36, 97 
Nosce Teipsum 97, 143 
Reason's Academy 348 
‘Deception’ 87, 149-50, 155, 159-60 
Dckker, Thomas 3a, 41, 44, 54, 62, 
65, 82, iio-ii, 114-15, 341, 
382-3, 419, 439 , 475-6 
The Honest Whore 110, 348 
The Shoemaker's Holiday 65, 419-20 
The Witch of Edmonton 32 
Deloney, Thomas 126, 128, 130, 382, 
476 

Jack of Newbury 38, 128 
The Gentle Craft 128 
Thomas of Reading 128 
Donne, John 18, 25, 27, 45, 51, 69, 

75 , 91, 97 , III, 114-15, 133, 135. 
138, 144-5, 349 , 403, 414 

Dowland, John 388, 390, 403-4, 
408-14, 415 

A Musical Banquet 410, 414 
Fine Knacks for Ladies 388 
In Darkness let me Dwell 410-14 
Lachrymae 388 
Shall I sue 408-10 

DRAMA 17, 32-5, 45, 54-68, 79-90, 
96, 147-9, 162-77, 179-85, 190- 

200, 201-27, 229-53, 257-81, 
282-301, 355-68, 402-3, 464-<5 

Acting 66, 71, 102, 147, 150-58 
Characterization 51, 64, 109, 154, 
163, 184, 221, 323 
Chronicles and Histories 57, 61-4, 

76, 96, 99, 115, 175-6, 180, 190- 

201, 206 

Classicism 55, 60-61, 81, 83, 307 
Comedies 35. 56, 71, 74 , 76-7, 81, 
85, 87-8, 168, 181, 201, 220, 
257-81, 305-16, 416-28 
Folk Plays 33-5, 60-61, 466-8 
Fools and Clowns 34-5, 59, 71, 74, 
76-7, 81-9, 174, 466-8 
Irony 73, 90, 99, ioi~2, 167-9, 171, 
173-4, 181, 203. 213, 216, 223, 
245, 335 - 6 , 340-48, 351. 358, 
360, 362. 365 
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Moralities 22, 34, 55, 57-8, 63, 67, 
7<^7. 79. 81, 88, 101, 103, no, 
163. 241. 255. 315. 328. 343 - 4 . 
354. 428 

Mysteries 55, 62, 143, 418 
Pastorals 60-61, 87, 115, 203-4, 
270-71 

Plots and Structure 55, 58, 81-2, 88, 
101-2, 152-3, 163, 167,195, 207, 
223, 229, 280, 311. 338, 342. 351 
Realism 55, 64, 67, 81-2, 109, 147, 
208, 221, 223, 249, 310, 355 
Satire 57, 63, 71, 76, 80, 83-90, 99- 
102, 109, 201, 204-5, 308, 314- 
15. 336-7. 343 - 4 , 352 
Soliloquies 68, 149, 170, 207, 2n- 
12, 243, 344-5. 347. 361-2, 365 
Songs in 56, 60-61, 89-90 
Symbolism 82, 87, 103, 195, 213, 
216-17, 221-4, 230-53, 257-62, 
266-71, 275, 279-80, 342, 355 
Tragedy 55. 57, 64, 71, 85, 90, 99- 
iio, 115, 123, 168-9, 180, 201, 
210, 228-53, 279, 291, 323-9. 
334 - 54 . 355-68, 430-40 
Drayton, Michael 32, 43-4, 62, 69, 
95-6 (Shakespeare), 144, 476-7 
Ballad of Agincourt 96 
Endimion and Phoebe 95 
Heroical Epistle 96 
Idea 96 
Nymphidia 96 
Odes 96 

Poly^Olbion 95, in 
The Muses* Elizium 96 
Dryden, John 71, 73, 150, 286, 316, 
383, 423. m 

Economic background 17. 
27-33. 36-41. 73 . 309, 315. 334 . 

447-51 

Capitalism 17, 28, 38, 40, 98, 309 
Commerce 17, 30. 38 
Enclosures 30-31, 33 . 4 o. 99 
Feudalism 15, 2% 41. 334 


Industries 17, 30, 32, 38, 309 
Merchant Capital 17, 30, 38 
Monopolies 31, 36-7, 39, 98 
Poor Laws 33 
Prices 17, 30, 32, 39 
Unemployment 33, 37, 39 
Usury 24, 40-41, 75 
Education 16, 18, 29, 90, 156, 451-3 
Schools 29-30, 32, 55, 152 
Universities 16, 29, 54-5, 152, 372-3 
Elyot, Sir Thomas 16, i8, 22, 28, 30 
Book named the Governor 16 
Erasmus 16, 51, 76 
Essex, Robert, Earl of 30, 37, 43, 62 
98, 102, 327 


Fiction 71, 73, in, 120, 121-9, 466-8 
Fletcher, John 45, 109-n, 263-4 
(Shakespeare), 274 (Shakespeare), 
282-3,286,294, 351,425-7,429- 
37 , 439-40, 472-3 
A Kinj^ and No King 431-3, 436 
Bonduca 432, 436 
Cupid*s Revenge 432 
False One 432 
Island Princess 431 
Maid*s Tragedy 432-5 
Philaster 431-3 
The Elder Brother 426 
The Faithful Shepherdess 431 
The Humorous Lieutenant 418, 426 
The Knight of Malta 431 
Thierry and Theodoret 432 
Valentinian 432, 434 
Wit Without Money 426 
FOLK TRADITIONS 32-6, 55, 6O-6I, 
70, 72-3, 76, 83, 85-6, 17a, 466-8 
Dance of Death 89, 336-7 
Folk Songs 60, 387-9 
Folk Plays 33-5, 60-61 
Folk Stories 61, 220, 223 
FoUy 74 - 5 . 77 . 84-9 
Fools and Clowns 34-5, 71, 74, 76, 
83-9 

Ship of Fools 34. 75. 77 . 79 . 82 
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Ford, John no, 282, 429, 438, 440, 
477 

Love*s Sacrifice 438 
Perkin Warheck 438 
The Broken Heart 438-9 
The Lover’s Melancholy 431, 438 
*Tis Pity She’s a Whore 438-9 

Gascoigne, George 42, 69, 75, 128, 

130, 477-3 

A Hundred Sundrie Flowres 128 
Steel Glass 75 

Gibbons, Orlando 387 (Jonson), 
389-90 

Greene, Robert 43, 57-60 (Shakes¬ 
peare), 62, 65. 73-4, 77. 124-5. 
127, 162, 418 (Shakespeare), 478 
A Looking Glass for London 57-8 
Friar Bacon 32, 57 

Croat’s worth of Wit^ Bought with a 
Million of Repentance 74, 284 
James IV 57, 59 

Menaphon: Camilla's Alarm to 
Sleeping Euphues 124 
PandostOf The Triumph of Time 124 
Greville, Fulke 56, 96, 115, 144, 326, 
334 - 5 , 478 

Life of Sidney 334. 353 

Hakluyt, Richard 26, 6x, 444 
Hall, Joseph 63, 75, 138, 192, 478-9 
Virgidemiae 75, 337 
Harington, Sir John 69, 354 
Harvey, Gabriel 26, 69, 73-4. 77. 479 
Hcnslowe, Philip 44-5 
Heywood, Thomas 41, 62, 64-5, loi 
(Shakespeare), 102, no, 166,419, 
480 

An Apology for Actors 64, loi, 115 
A Woman Killed with Kindness no, 
322, 434 
Edward IV 65 
(f You Know not Me 65 
The Four Prentices of London 65 


Histories (other than plays) 61, in, 
115, 120, 144-5. 369-70, 374 -< 5 . 
381, 455-7 

Hooker, Richard 18-21, 27, iia, 294, 
382-3, 480 

Laws of Eulesiastical Polity 19 , 70 
HUMANISM 16 , 21, 23. 29, 45, 5 I, 

53 - 5 . 57 , < 58 . 71. 73 . 75 . 79 . 83-4. 
88, 90, 92, 96-104,114, 232, 386, 
402, 430-31, 436. 451-3. 462-4 
Classical Imitation 16, 18, 55 
Scholarship 16, 27, 51-2, 86, in 
Translations 23, 51, 55, 75 
Humours 24, 78-86, 88, 100-102, 
114-15, 168, 308, 329, 336. 344. 
352, 419-20, 426 

Individualism 18, 24, 27, 38, 40, 53, 
98, 319, 422 

Inns of Court 22, 29, 54, 79. 213 

Jest Books - See Popular Taste 
Jigs - Sec Popular Taste 
Jolmson, Samuel 210, 220, 240, 288 
Jones, Inigo 36, 402 
JONSON, Benjamin 16-17, 29, 42-5, 
51, 57, 60, 68, 70-71, 78-85 
(Chapman, Dekkcr, Marston, 
Nashe), 90, 96, 99 (Mar¬ 

lowe), 100 (Middleton), 101-2, 
in, 112 (Bacon), 114 (Bacon). 
144-5 (Daniel), 150 (Baker), 157, 
202, 205-6, 213-14, 285-6, 302- 
9, 310 (Marlowe), 311-17, 318 
(Chapman), 327 (Chapman), 
336 (Tourneur), 338 (Marston), 
341-4 (Tourneur), 387 (Gib¬ 
bons). 402, 416-28 (Bromc, 
Chapman, Fletcher, Marston, 
Middleton, Massinger, Shirley), 
430, 435 (Massinger), 480-82 
Compared with Shakespeare 83, 
85-6, no, 202, 205“^, 213-14, 
285-6, 305, 416-17, 460-61 
Bartholomew Fair 304, 314 
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Catiline 84, 314 
Cynthia*s Reuels 81, 8 < 5 . 307 
Discoveries 90, 302-3, 305, 316 
Epicaenc, or The Silent Woman 314 
Every Man in his Humour 78-9, 
81-3. 205, 305, 307-8, 423 
Every Man Out of His Humour 80, 

82, 98, 303, 307 

Sejanus 84, 102, 309, 311-12, 314 
The Alchemist 79, 81, icx), 307, 309, 
312-14 

The Devil is an Ass 100, 309, 314-15 
The Magnetic Lady 315 
The New Inn 315 
The Poetaster 82-3, 307 
The Sad Shepherd 315 
The Staple of News 111, 315 
Volpone 8i, 83, 99-101, 168, 309, 
312, 314. 344, 416, 422-6 
JOURNALISM 34, 68, 71, 73, 76, 9 < 5 , 
III, 120, 468 
Magazines 119, 126, 129 
Newspapers in, 119, 129, 315 
Pamphlets 40, 55, 57, 74 - 5 . 77-8, 
III, 119, 127 


Kempe, William 35, 66, 76 
Kyd, Thomas, 41, 43. 5^>. 88 (Shake¬ 
speare), 109, 162, 170, 209-10 
(Shakespeare), 294, 336, 339, 482 
Xhe Spanish Tragedy 56, 88, 170, 
210, 326, 334-5 

Language 16, 51-2, 54, 70-71. 74. 
100, 103, 109, 115, 129, 135, 
143.156,179,186-7,190, 224-5, 
264, 307, 329. 338, 342, 383, 

462-4 

LITERARY PROFESSION 42-5. 73-5. 

468 

Criticism 43, 75, 462-4 

Men of Letters 52, 57, 69, 73 - 4 . 33<5 

Patronage 35, 43, 74-6. 468 


Lodge, Thomas 43, 57, 59, 62, 70* 
73-4, 124-5. 203 (Shakespeare). 
482 

A Margarite of America 125 
Rosalynde 125, 203 
The Wounds of Civil War 62 
Wit*s Misery 70, 77 
Lyly, John 52, 57, 60, 73, 85. 121, 
124, 162, 417-18, 421, 482-3 
Campaspe 417 
Endymion 81, 417-18 
Euphues 52, 57, 121, 417 
Euphues and His England 121 

MachiavcIIi 21-2, 24-5, 57, 63, 75, 
99, 101, 164, 167, 176, 185, 322, 
336, 349 . 445-6 

Marlowe, Christopher 21, 25-6, 43, 
45 . 51. 54 - 7 . 62-3, 68-9, 74, 99 
(Jonson), 104,109,119, 145 .148, 
154, 162-78, 180-81, 185, 208, 
216, 310 (Jonson), 323, 417, 429, 

483-4 

Compared with Shakespeare 175-6, 
180-81, 185, 208, 216 
Doctor Faustus 26, 57, 74, 168-77 
Edward U 57, 64, 66, 102, 169,175-7 
Hero and Leander 69, 216 
Jew of Malta 2i, 57, 64, 99, 166-9, 
176, 185 

Tamhurlaiiie 25, 56, 72, 162-6, 
176-7, 310, 327 

Marston, John 75, 79, 82-9 (Jonson, 
Shakespeare), lOi, 105,138, 294, 
325, 334-41 (Jonson, Shake¬ 
speare), 344 . 350, 352-3. 419-20 
(Jonson), 426, 484 
Antonio and Mellida 336, 339 
Antonio*5 Revenge 89, 294, 339-40 
Eastward Ho! 338, 420 
The Dutch Courtesan 83, 419 
The Fawn 83, 157, 419 
The Insatiate CoutUess 341 
The Malcontent 105, 157. 294, 337, 
340-41. 344 . 420 
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The Scourge o/Vtllainy 75, 337 
What You Will 84 
‘Martin Marprclate* 72-3, 75, 484 
Masques 36, 5SM5 o, 81, 85-7, 115, 
282, 344, 402 

Massinger, Philip no, 282, 416-17 
(Jonson, Shakespeare), 419 (Jon- 
son), 422-6 (Jonson), 429-30, 
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